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COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


MONDAY, MARCH 18, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m. in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of 
the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will be in ses- 
sion this morning for the taking of testimony on H. R. 4802, a bill by 
our colleague, Mr. Magnuson, of Washington, having for its purpose 
amending certain provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, and 
for other purposes ; and H. R. 4919, a bill by our colleague, Mr. Holmes, 
of the State of Washington, also having for its purpose the amend- 
ment of certain provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, and 
for other purposes. 

I understand that they are identical bills. 

Without objection, H. R. 4802 will be made a part of the record at 
this point, with appropriate reference to the fact that Mr. Holmes has 
introduced an identical bill. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Without objection, the report from the Department of the Interior, 
which is a favorable report providing certain amendments are adopted 
by the committee, said report being dated March 4, 1957, and signed by 
the Honorable Ross Lefiler, Acting Secretary of the Interior, will be 
made a part of the record at this place in the hearing. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(H. R. 4802 and the Department report follow :) 


LH. R. 4802, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend certain provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, and for other 
purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 2 (b) (iii) of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act (57 Stat. 14), as amended, is hereby further amended to read 
as follows: 

“(iii) Water shall not be delivered from, through, or by means of the projeet 
works to or for lands not conforming in area and boundaries to the farm units 
covering the lands involved, nor to or for the farm units held by any one land- 
owner (A) which, taken together, comprise more than one hundred and sixty 
irrigable acres, or (B) in the case of a nominal quarter section comprising more 
than one hundred and sixty irrigable acres referred to in subdivision (i) of sub- 
section (b) of this section, which comprise more than the acreage contained in 
such quarter section: Provided, That notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, the members of a family may hold one or more farm units comprising a total 


1 











2 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


irrigable area of not more than three hundred and twenty acres: Provided fur- 
ther, That as to lands held by the one having equitable or legal title on May 27, 
1937, or the heir or devisee of such owner, delivery may be made to or for a 
total irrigable area not exceeding the maximum provided in this section. The 
limitations of this subdivision shall not apply to lands owned by the United 
States or any agency or instrumentality thereof, corporate or otherwise.” 

(b) Section 2 (b) (iv) of said Act is hereby amended by striking out “one farm 
unit” and inserting in lieu thereof “the farm unit or units permitted to be”. 

(c) Section 2 (b) (v) of said Aet-is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(v) As used in this Act, the terms ‘owner’, ‘landowner’. and ‘any one land- 
owner’ denote any person, corporation, joint-stock association ; the term ‘family’ 
denotes a group consisting of either or both husband and wife, together with 
their children under eighteen years of age, or all of such children if both parents 
are dead; the term ‘their children’ includes the issue and lawfully adopted chil- 
dren of either or both husband and wife; and the term ‘lands within the project’ 
denotes those lands within the boundaries of the existing Columbia Basin irriga- 
tion districts, or revisions thereof approved by the Secretary, which the Secretary 
determines may be supplied water from, through, or by means of the project works 
and are required to be included to provide for sound development and operation 
of the project.. Lands shall be deemed to be held by a family, if held as separate 
property of husband or wife, or constitute a part or all.of their community prop- 
erty, of if they are the property of any or all of their children under eighteen 
years of age.” 

Src. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to amend any contract, which 
has been entered into prior to the date of enactment of this Act, to conform with 
the provisions of the first section of this Act. The consent of the United States is 
hereby given to the recording, at the expense of the party benefited thereby, of any 
such amended contract and to the simultaneous discharge of record of the original 
eontract. 


Unitep STares DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERTOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 4, 1957. 
lion. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Encte: You have requested a report from this Department on 
H. R. 4802 and H. R. 4919, both of which are bills “To amend certain provisions 
of the Columbia Basin Project Act, and for other purposes.” The amendments 
proposed relate to the so-called excess land provisions of the basic act. 

Subject to your committee’s consideration of the merits of the bills in the 
light of the discussion that follows and to certain technical amendments herein- 
after recommended, we would not object to enactment of either H. R. 4802 or 
H. R. 4919. 

The Columbia Basin Project Act limits the delivery of water to one farm unit 
in the ownership of an individual or family. A farm unit may include not more 
than 160 irrigable acres. The act defines the term family as “a group consisting 
of either or both husband and wife, together with their children under 18 years 
of age, or all of such children if both parents are dead.” Under the amendments 
proposed in H. R, 4802 and H. R. 4919, delivery of water would be permitted 
to “one or more farm units comprising a total irrigable area of not more than 
320 acres” which are held by members of a family. Landowners on the project 
would in most cases be permitted to hold or acquire more than)one farm unit 
to which water could be delivered and would be eligible, within the framework 
of general regulations and public announcements, to participate in sales of 
Federal lands with the attendant financing benefits offered to prospective new 
settlers. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has since the middle 1940's been actively engaged 
in the layout, of farm units on the Columbia Basin project. During the entire 
period from initiation of the program to date, the Bureau has carried on this 
work with conscientious adherence to the basic principles established by the 
Project Act. During early years the technical guidelines for farm unit layout 
were in strict conformance with the recommendations of the Columbia Basin 
Joint Investigations on Farm Unit Size and on Adjustment to Topography as 
prepared jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation, the State College of Washington, 
and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of Agri- 
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culture. As the result of certain problems which developed and questions which 
were raised as to the adequacy of farm sites thus established, particularly in 
view of great acceleration in mechanization of farming operations subsequent 
to World War II, a restudy was made by the Bureau of Reclamation in coopera- 
tion with the State College of Washington and the Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The findings of this restudy, published in May 1948 as Development Report No. 
1 of the Columbia Basin project, resulted in some increase in average size of 
farm units subsequently laid out. In addition it led to the establishment of a 
wider range in size group distribution in order to accommodate the desires and 
objectives to pursue differing types of farm enterprises. 

In late 1950 and again in the spring of 1956 our program in farm unit layout 
and size distribution was reviewed. The 1950 review indicated that in the 14 
irrigation blocks delineated at that time 2,250 farms had been laid out where 
2,252 would have been established under exact compliance with the standards. 
In 1956 it was found that, in the 19 irrigation blocks delineated subsequent to 
1950, 2,582 full-time farms had actually been laid out where strict adherence to 
the standards would have called for 2,978 farms. Thus as time passed and addi- 
tional experience has been gained the size of project farm units was to some ex- 
tent increased. In those comparatively few instances where inequitics have 
occurred through the establishment of infeasibly small farm units they have, 
wherever possible, been rectified under provisions of the Project Act or of the 
Exchange Act of August 13, 1953 (67 Stat. 566). 

Since July 6, 1956, at which time this Department reported on H. R. 11134 and 
H. R. 11149, 84th Congress, we have continued our critical reexamination of the 
status of settlement and land development on the Columbia Basin project. As 
recently as January 3, 4, and 5 of this year, public hearings were conducted by 
the Department in each of the three irrigation districts on the project. 

The preponderance of opinion as expressed by the Columbia Basin project 
farmers at those hearings favored continuation of the farm unit lay-out system 
substantially in accordance with present standards. They did, however, favor 
change in the act to permit ownership of more than one unit. The following 
items summarize in general terms the points of view expressed by the majority 
of the witnesses favoring more than one unit in single ownership: 

(1) A complement of modern farm machinery sufficient for efficient operation 
can handle more than one unit. 

(2) Income from one unit, particularly during the land subjugation period, is 
not sufficient to supply reasonable modern needs of a family at recognized high 
living standards prevailing generally today. 

(3) Local banks and the Farmers’ Home Administration are somewhat re- 
luctant to make loans to one-unit operators because the income is too low to 
give a reasonable margin of safety in repayment. 

(4) Most of the witnesses who appeared are currently operating 2, 3 or more 
units. Such operators are leasing units in addition to the one that they might 
own to spread capital investment in machinery and reduce per acre production 
costs. 

(5) Many of those on the project operating only 1 unit have 1 or more mem- 
bers of their family working away from the farm to bring in supplementary 
income. 

(6) More land is needed for diversified farming which is essential to good soil 
management. More land is needed, especially for livestock farming which is 
considered to be one of the most dependable farm enterprises. 

(7) The present acreage limitation curbs initiative and leave little hope for 
improvement in the future. 

The concept of the original Columbia Basin Project Act has been well-docu- 
mented. Secretary Ickes’ diary notation for December 30, 1939, expresses that 
concept clearly. He said: 

“The President had sent me a memorandum about Grand Coulee and I dis- 
cussed the situation with him. He wants us to get busy right away, planning for 
the future. Some of this planning we have already done. The President does 
not think that any farmer should have more than 30 acres and that we should 
refuse to supply water from irrigation ditches for more than 50 acres for any 1 
man or family. Fortunately, we got through the Congress recently a law that 
gives us the power to do this. The President also wants the settlers on this new 
irrigation project, when it comes in, to have as much diversification as possible. 
As he developed his idea, it was really what he had in mind originally for the 
subsistence homestead projects, although on a larger and more diversified plan. 
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He wants the people in this community to be as self-sufficient economically as 
possible, raising what they can of their own food, canning the surplus for their 
own use, perhaps even making their own shoes and certain types of clothing, etc. 
I discussed the whole matter later with Commissioner Page and we will see what 
we can work out.” (The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes, first printing, v. III, 
pp. 100-101) 

Economic conditions have substantially changed since the passage of the Co- 
lumbia Basin Act and the development of the standards for the size of units in 
conformity with the terms of that act. In the depression period of the 1930's 
many people, almost destitute, were eager to have a little patch of land on which 
they could make a subsistence living. Currently general economic conditions are 
much better. Almost everyone is looking for a broader economic opportunity 
than is presented by the current one unit per family policy. 

In the light of the rather widespread interest being expressed on the part of 
Columbia Basin project farmers, we consider it appropriate that the Congress 
review the provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act to see if adjustments 
are needed in order to bring that act into greater conformity with present-day 
conditions. 

It should further be noted that consideration of any upward modification in 
present ownership limitations, if realistically treated, would result in an upward 
adjustment in payment capacity of the larger and more productive farms that 
would ensue. This in turn might justify a reallocation of the per acre construc- 
tion costs to be repaid by the water users. The presently employed payment 
capacities and allocation of construction costs were calculated on the basis of 
optimum size farm units as established under the initial joint investigations 
study. During the years which have ensued since that study reevaluation of the 
basic criteria has as noted resulted in some increase in sizes of farm units. Pay- 
ment capacity and construction cost allocations have not, however, been adjusted 
upward to correspond with such increases in the size of the units. Based on 
prices received by farmers, and prices paid by farmers for the year 1939 to 1944 
the farms established pursuant to the revised criteria, as employed since 1948, 
were estimated to yield about $1,845 net farm equity income. Those same farms 
could be expected to return approximately double that income based on prices 
received and costs of production prevailing in 1956. As a matter of comparison 
the realized net income per farm in the United States as a whole averaged $1,396 
in the 1939 to 1944 period and $2,590 in 1956. 

A still further factor which should be given consideration in conjunction with 
any proposed upward modification in ownership limitations and the resulting in- 
creased payment capacity is the need for construction of additional drainage 
works on the project. Current reliabel estimates indicate that it will be neces- 
sary to increase the costs of drainage works from the estimate in the 1945 repay- 
ment contracts of slightly in excess of $8 million to approximately $40 million. 
We are of the opinion that repayment of the estimated $40 million drainage pro- 
gram is well within the present payment capacity of existing project farms. 
However, this item and the foregoing are brought to your attention to suggest 
some of the interrelating factors which merit study in connection with any real- 
istic adjustment of farm ownership limitations. In the event amendatory legis- 
lation is enacted, it is our intention to review the repayment policy applicable to 
the project in the light of current and anticipated repayment ability of the irri- 
gators affected. 

This Department has conscientiously carried out the basic directives estab- 
lished by the Project Act. The ownership limitations established by the act 
have provided only farm opportunities of definitely limited scope. Modification 
of present ownership limitations as fixed by the Project Act could provide the 
opportunity for those financially able to do so to acquire farm ownerships capable 
of yielding a higher financial return than contemplated under the existing legis- 
lation. This Department considers that it would be in the best interests of the 
project and to the public in general to modify the act so as to provide greater 
range of opportunity. 

The Federal Columbia Basin Project Act is paralleled by a State legislative 
enactment which ought to be amended to accord with whatever amendatory 
Federal legislation is enacted. Since the State legislature, which is now in ses- 
sion, will adjourn on March 14, and will not reconvene for 2 years, the desir- 
ability of rapid congressional action is evident. 

The technical amendments to H. R. 4802 and H. R. 4919 to which we referred 
above are these: 
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(1) In lines 4 and 5, page 1, delete the expression “is hereby further amended 
to read as follows” and insert in lieu thereof the expression “is hereby re- 
pealed and the following is substituted therefor :”’. This will make crystal clear 
the continued applicability, in accordance with title 1, United States Code, sec- 
tion 109, of the repealed provisions insofar as any penalty, forfeiture, or lia- 
bility may have been incurred prior to the amendment. 

(2) In lines 6-8, page 2, substitute “water may be delivered to one or more 
farm units comprising a total irrigable area of not more than three hundred and 
twenty acres held by members of a family” for “the members of a family may 
hold one or more farm units comprising a total irrigable area of not more than 
three hundred and twenty acres.” This amendment is suggested in order that 
the language of the proviso may better fit into the context of an Act which limits 
delivery of water rather than ownership of land. 

(3) Delete the matter appearing in lines 16-20, page 2, and insert the follow- 
ing in lieu thereof : 

“(b) Section 2 (b) (iv) of said Act is hereby repealed and the following is 
substituted therefor : 

“*(iv) Lands within the project held by any landowner in excess of the farm 
unit or units to which water may lawfully be delivered as provided in sub- 
division (ii) of this subsection shall be deemed excess land: Provided, That if 
excess land is acquired by foreclosure or other process of law, by conveyance 
in satisfaction of mortgages, by inheritance or by devise, water therefor may 
be furnished temporarily for a period not exceeding five years from the effective 
date of such acquisition, delivery of water thereafter ceasing until the transfer 
thereof to a landowner duly qualified to secure water therefor.’ ” 

This change will conform the subsection to the recommendations made under 
(1) and (2) above. 

(4) In lines 19 and 20, page 2, a change identical to that set out under (1) 
above is recommended. 

(5) In line 17, page 3, insert the words “or any existing deed or other docu- 
ment” after the word “Act”. The provisions of the Act which the bills propose 
to amend are, in some instances, found in deeds and other documents as well as 
is recordable contracts. We recommend this amendment, therefore, in order 
that the intent of whatever bill is ultimately enacted may be fully carried out. 

(6) In line 20, page 3, substitute the word “amendment” for the word 
“amended” and delete the balance of the sentence. This change is suggested 
in order to simplify and reduce the cost of the recording process and in order 
to avoid problems that may otherwise arise from discharge of one document and 
recording of a new one. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross LEFFLER, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Aspinauy. At this time we have as our first witness one of the 
authors of the bill, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Magnuson, we shall be glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Magnuson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AspinaLt. Do you wish to give your statement in full or wish 
to have it placed in the record as though read and refer to it? 

Mr. Magnuson. I think I prefer to give it in full, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. All right, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Macnuson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
appear before your committee in support of H. R. 4802, the bill I 
have introduced to change the landholding limitations on the Colum- 
bia Basin project in the State of Washington; and H. R, 4919, an 
identical bill introduced by my colleague from the State of Washing- 
ton, Mr. Holmes. 


90137—57 
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The Columbia Basin Project Act was enacted in 1943. Under that 
act, the project land is platted by the Bureau of Reclamation into 
“farm units,” which may be not less than 10 acres and not more than 
160 acres of irrigable land. At the present time these units average 
approximately 75 acres in size, although the more recently platted 
units average something larger than this. Water has been brought to 
some. 300,000 acres of the approximately 1 million acres ultimately 
contemplated for the project. F 
_ The 1943 Project Act provided that no individual, corporation, 
joint-stock association, or family could receive water for more than 
one farm unit owned by it. It is this limitation which H. R. 4802 
is designed to change. 

It was the original intention of the Project Act that the farm units 
would be laid out in a size to support an average-sized family at a 
suitable living level. Conditions have changed since then, however, 
and the present size of the units is inadequate to support the average 
family. On January 3, 4, and 5 of this year the Department of the 
Interior held hearings at Mesa, Moses Lake, and Quincy within the 
project area. More than a thousand people attended these hearings. 
More than 130 testified in person, and the overwhelming sentiment 
favored an increase in the landholding limitations, with most speakers 
urging application of the 160-acre limitation of the 1902 Reclamation 
Act. It was stated repeatedly that the present land units are not 
large enough to support the typical family under present-day farming 
methods and costs, and that they discourage initiative by the settlers. 
Among the factors cited were the high costs of farming machinery 
necessary to carry on diversified farming; the lack of credit available 
to a family owning only one unit: the difficulty in applying crop- 
rotation and other conservation practices to build up the soil to a 
proper condition for permanent farming. One highly undesirable 
result: of the present limitation has been that 58 percent of the units 
were operated under lease in 1956. This high ratio of absentee owner- 
ship is not good for the long-range interests of the project. 


EXPLANATION OF H. R. 4802 


The Department of the Interior in its report on H. R. 4802 has stated 
that no increase in the landholding limit is necessary and that it would 
not oppose H. R. 4802 with certain technical amendments. Let me say 
at this point. that these technical amendments are completely ac- 
ceptable to me, and in my discussion of the bill I shall assume that these 
technical amendments are incorporated. 

As I stated earlier, the project act provides that water may not be 
delivered to more than one farm unit held by any individual, corpora- 
tion, joint-stock association or family. HH: R. 4802 would change 
these limitations in two essential particulars. 

First, under the bill’s provisions, water may be delivered to more 
than one unit held by any individual, corporation or joint-stock asso- 
ciation provided that the total irrigable area held does not exceed 160 
acres. "Thus, for example, an individual could receive water for one 
70-acre unit and one 80-acre unit; but if that dividual already owned 
a 120-acre unit, he could not buy and receive water for a second unit 
larger than 40 acres. 
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Second, H. R. 4802 permits water to be delivered 'to more than one 
farm unit held by the members of a, family provided that the total 
irrigable area held by all the members of the family does not exceed 
520 acres. 

The language of H. R. 4802 relating to family ownerships accom- 
plishes several objectives. First, it prevents a family from receiving 
water for more than 320 acres through the device of placing additional 
units in the names of minor children. In this respect, H. R. 4802 is 
more restrictive than the basic reclamation law which applies to most 
other Federal projects, because the water-delivery restrictions of the 
basic reclamation law have been interpreted to permit the husband 
to own 160 acres, the wife to own 160 acres and each minor child to own 
160 acres, so that the total family holding could run well above 320 
acres. 

A second result of H. R. 4802 as it relates to family ownerships is 
that it makes no difference in whose name the units allowed to the 
family are held. This arrangement was felt to be desirable because, 
among other things, it eliminates any ambiguities which might arise 
under the community property laws of the State of Washington, and 
makes it unnecessary for the Bureau of Reclamation to decide whether 
the units in the family are the separate property of the husband alone 
or the wife alone or the community property of both. Under H. R. 
4802 the land permitted to be held by the members of a family under 
the water-delivery restriction could be held in the name of the husband 
alone, the wife alone, or in the name of one of the minor children alone. 
This gives the family an advantage over individuals which L can best 
illustrate by an example: 

Suppose that all the units were 90 acres, and siuppose a single man 
and a single woman each owned one such unit. As an individual, 
neither could buy and receive water for an additional unit because 
then his total holdings would be 180 aeres, which is in excess of the 
160-acre limitations for an individual. But if the two get married, 
then between them they can acquire a third tit, and their total hold- 
ings would be 270 acres, and still within the 320-acre limitation, 

H. R. 4802 preserves the definition of a family in the project act 
under which a family is a group consisting of either or both the hus- 
band and wife, together with their children under the age of 18 years 
who are part of the family group. Under this definition, a family 
must consist of at least 2 individuals—a husband and a wife, a parent 
and 1 child under the age of 18 years, or at least 2 children under the 
age of 18 years if both parents are deceased. This requirement that 
the family must consist of at least 2 individuals dovetails the 320- 
acre limitation on family ownerships with the 160-acre limitation 
on individual ownerships. Again let me illustrate: Suppose a par- 
ticular family consists of a husband, a wife'and one minor child, and 
the family holdings are three 90-acre units totaling 270 acres. If 
any 1 member of the family group dies, the remaining 2 members may 
continue to own the 3 units; but if 2 of the 3 members die, the remain- 
ing member, who now is an individual under H. R, 4802, must divest 
himself of 2 of the units so as to bring his holdings, below. the 160- 
acre limitations on an individual, 

It will be noted that I have talked about the project land in terms 
of units, which brings me to another point. Under H. R. 4802; the 
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project land will continue to be platted into units and dealt with in 
terms of units, subject only to the statutory power vested in the Bureau 
to alter the boundaries of the units. Thus H. R. 4802 continues the 
requirement in the project act that water shall not be delivered to or 
for lands not conforming in area and boundaries to the farm units 
heretofore or hereafter established covering the lands involved as 
provided in the act of 1943. 

H. R. 4802 preserves the language of section 2 (b) (iv) of the project 
act whereby water may be delivered temporarily for a period of not 
more than 5 years to land held by any landowner (including family 
members) in excess of the above limits where such land is acquired by 
foreclosure or other process of law, by conveyance in satisfaction of 
mortgages, by inheritance or by devise. The provision gives the 
holder 5 years in which to dispose of excess landholdings. 

The enactment of H. R. 4802 will not affect any penalty, forfeiture 
or liability which may have been incurred under the Columbia Basin 
Project Act prior to the effective date of the amendment. 

Section 2 of H. R. 4802 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
amend any existing contract, need or other document to conform with 
the provisions of the first section of the bill. It is contemplated that 
where amendments are desired, these will be recorded without the 
necessity of rerecording the entire contract, deed or other document. 

I should like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the principles of 
H. R. 4802 are supported by the Columbia Basin Commission, the 
joint boards of the Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, the Washing- 
ton State Soil Conservation Committee, the Columbia Basin Associa- 
tion of Farmers, the Washington State Farm Bureau, Chambers of 
Commerce in Seattle, Spokane, Quincy, Ephrata and elsewhere, vari- 
ous local granges, and the overwhelming majority of the settlers on the 
project. Petitions in support of H. R. 4802 signed by almost 800 set- 
tlers on the project were submitted to the Senate. The Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs has reported favorably S. 1482, 
a bill identical with H. R. 4802 with the technical amendments recom- 
mended by the department. The Washington State Legislature has 
passed legislation amending the concurrent State law so as to permit 
the provisions of H. R. 4802 to become effective immediately when 
signed into law. I know of no organized opposition to the bill. 

I sincerely believe that H. R. 4802 with the technical amendments 
is sound and desirable legislation, Mr. Chairman, and I strongly rec- 
ommend that it be approved by your committee. 

Thank you. . 

Mr. Asprnatyi. Thank you, Congressman, for your statement, which 
is very well prepared. 

The Chair has 1 or 2 questions to ask, not particularly about the 
statement, but to get in the record your understanding of reclamation 
law, and whether or not this project is proposed to conform in most 
instances to the general principles of reclamation law. 

You are in accord with the original philosophy, which still prevails. 
by the way, that reclamation projects are for the purpose of originally 
placing new lands under cultivation, and making it available, as land 
was originally made available to the settlers under the Homestead Act. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes, I am, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Am I correct in my understanding that in this proj- 
ect there were private lands as well as public lands which were involved 
in the original authorization ¢ 

Mr. Maenvson. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnati. Could you say whether or not there were more public 
lands than private lands, or more private lands than public lands? 

If you do not have the answer, we will get it later. We do not want 
anybody to testify from the audience. 

Are you a supporter of the principle that where lands are made avail- 
able under the reclamation law that they should be made available to 
operators of the family unit type of farm ¢ 

Mr. Macenvson. I definitely am, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. As I understand your statement, there are approxi- 
mately 300,000 acres of land now being farmed in the Columbia Basin 
project; is that correct ‘ 

Mr. Maanvson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And that the average is about 78 acres per indi- 
vidual. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Maenvson. That is approximately correct, sir. 

Mr. Asptnaty. Which would mean that a man and his wife would 
hold twice 78. Is that correct? 

Mr. Magnuson. No, the family 

Mr. Asprnati. The family is entitled to only one unit; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Maenvson. That isright. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Then there are approximately 4,000 users at the 
present time in the Columbia Basin project; is that correct ? 

Mr. Maenvuson. Did you say 4,060 units? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Users or units. 

Mr. Maenuson. I believe it is on the order of 2,785 units that are 
being farmed, Mr. Chairman. I see how you arrived at it by arithmetic, 
but I suppose the excess units are not yet being farmed—the ones that 
are set up but not yet being farmed. 

Mr. Asprnatt. How many of those unit operators who are presently 
on the project, whether it is two-thousand-and-seven-hundred-odd, or 
4,000, whatever the figure may be, have been contacted and have given 
their support to this legislation ? 

Mr. Macnvson. The support is virtually unanimous among the 
settlers. At these hearings which were held out there on the project 
there were terrifically large turnouts, and the sentiment was over- 
whelmingly in favor of an upward revision of the landholding limita- 
tions. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Could you advise the committee then whether or 
not the sentiment was in favor of the proposed legislation because 
of the fact that the unit operators were unable to make the family in- 
come off of the units which they were operating, or because of the 
fact that they could see they might get more property to operate, 
providing this legislation received the approval of Congress in its 
present form. 

Mr. Macnuson. The basis and the reason for this proposal of new 
legislation is that the families and the individuals on these farms have 
found that they do not have a broad enough economic base to make an 
adequate living. 
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Mr, Asprnatt. Would you advise the committee as to whether or 
not that is due to the depressed conditions of agriculture today? Or 
is it due to the inability of these lands to support an'economic unit as 
it was originally intended and authorized by the Government when 
the project was brought into being ?# 

Mr. Maanvson. I would say it is due to the small size of the farm 
units, that they are not adequate under present conditions to support a 
family at the standard of living which we know in this country. 
Probably the depressed farm prices are a factor. The best proof per- 
haps is that these settlers are finding it impossible to get credit from 
established lending institutions adequate to meet their needs, because 
their income is so restricted by the fact that their farms are too small. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Of course, that situation exists not only in this proj- 
ect but in many other projects. 

Mr. Macnuson. I know that is true. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Washington, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. Westranp. I certainly want to welcome my colleagues from 
the State of Washington here, both of them. I know their interest in 
the eastern Washington reclamation area. 

Is it not true, as a matter of fact, that this tvpe of legislation would 
actually restore the family farm unit? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes, Mr. Westland, it would increase the size of 
the farms to the point where—— 

Mr. Westtanp. A family could exist ? 

Mr. Maenuson. Where they could support a family. And this is 
legislation which promotes the family-type operation. 

‘You have noticed in my testimony that a great percentage of these 
farms now are operated under lease, which is not good for the land, 
and does not promote the family operation concept. 

Mr. Westianp. Do you believe that. this legislation to some extent 
at least would eliminate the leasing of these various units? 

Mr. Macnvson. I believe it would; yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. Would my colleague yield there ? 

Mr. Westuanp. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The bill as drawn, with the amendments proposed, 
does not tie these proposed increased units to resident operators, does 
it? 

Mr. Maenvson. No, not meee ifically. 

Mr. Westianv. No. But the thought I had in mind was that if a 
family could obtain a sufficiently large area they might then return 
to the land that was perhaps : already under lease because they could 
not make an adequate living on a smaller area. 

Mr. Macnvuson. I expect you could expect that result. Of course, 
the new settlers coming in—of course, we have more than two-thirds 
of the acreage to be brought under water. I think with this legislation 
in effect, the effect would be to encourage farm families to come in and 
operate their own farms. 

Mr. WestLanp. Just. one further question, Is it your opinion that 
this legislation might increase the supply of agricultural products 
which are already in surplus? 

Mr. Maenuson. No. Generally the crops which are raised on this 
project are not crops which are in surplus. 

Mr. Westianp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Aspinaur. The gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curistorner. No questions. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to welcome our colleague 
to the committee here, and to say I am sorry I missed his statement. 
However, I have just read it, and 1t sounds very plausible. 

I would simply like to say, as I understand your statement, there 
is no general organized opposition of any kind to the proposed changes 
in your bill; is that right ? 

Mr. Maanvson. That is correct, Mr. Sisk. The support is over- 


whelming among the people in the area. If not unanimous, virtually 
unanimous. 


Mr. Sisk. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Magnuson, you named several organizations 
which are sponsoring this legislation. Did the sponsors of the bill 
endeavor to get their recommendations from the National Reclama- 
tion Association ? 

Mr. Maenuson. I believe we overlooked that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think it would be well if you get it, and get it to 
us sometime during the hearings. 

Mr. Magnuson. All right. 

Mr. Asrrnati. Thank you very much for a very fine and effective 
appearance before the committee. 

Mr. Maenvson. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair calls upon our colleague, Mr. Holmes, 
who has been before this committee many times heretofore, and we 
are glad to have you back with us again. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Hotmes. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of ap- 
pearing before your committee on this legislation. 

[ have introduced H. R. 4919, an identical bill to H. R. 4802. 

Instead of making a formal statement to your committee, I would 
like to summarize the reasons why I introduced this bill, and why 
I urge its very favorable considerable by the committee. 

First, the report from the Department of the Interior was favor- 
able, and there is no objection from the Budget. 

Secondly, the introduction of this bill by me was done because of 
the results of very thorough and widespread hearings in the Colum- 
bia Basin conducted by the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Fred Aandahl. There was overwhelming support. 

Let me call to your attention that this bill, while it brings the Co- 
lumbia Basin Act closer in conformity with the act of 1902, it still has 
its maximum restriction the limitation of 320 acres to the family, 
when it was possible under the Reclamation Act of 1902 to have 
»ach member of the family, if possible, have 160 acres apiece. 

Thirdly, my reason for introducing this bill, and to increase the 
aereage base on the Columbia Basin project was because, from the tes- 
timony and from the feeling of the settlers there in the project, it was 
shown very distinctly and very objectively that the base acreage was 
not sufficient in the face of new farming methods to permit a farmer 
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to make a profitable living according to the standards necessary for 
good farming practices from the unit base that was the prevailing, 
averaging between 75 and 80 acres. 

The changes in farming that have taken place in bringing about 
mechanization call for huge investments by the farmer in machinery, 
and that machinery could be used to profitably operate more acres, in- 
crease the farmer’s income, increase his abaility to amortize his debt, 
and increase his standard of living. 

Fourthly, I think another reason this bill was introduced, as far 
as I am concerned, was to bring about the possibilities of not increas- 
ing the leasing arrangements that are going on in the basin, but to 
decrease them. I am of the opinion that if a farmer were allowed an 
acreage base to help pay for his overhead on a more equitable basis— 
and he needs a larger land base to do that—he would be more willing 
to farm and return to the land than to continue this process of leasing 
it out. 

I thought this limitation of 320 acres per family would accomplish 
just that point and at the same time not permit large corporate farm- 
ing, the thing that none of us wants, not even the settlers. 

The support for the bill is over whelming. 

The statement made by Mr. Magnuson in relation to his bill has 
very well covered the point, but rather than taking further time of the 
committee, I believe that these basic reasons I have presented would 
help alleviate the difficulties we are meeting there in the basin and 
restore it to a stronger economic procedure for the settlers, and keep 
them on a stronger economic basis in helping them to become estab- 
lished, good regular farmers in the Columbia Basin. 

I submit that as my testimony. 

Mr. Asprnaty. We are thankful to you for a very succinct state- 
ment. 

As I understand it, you yourself represent directly most of the area 
included in the Columbia Basin project; is that right ? 

Mr. Hotmes. That is true. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Magnuson represents the State at large ? 

Mr. Hotmes. That is true. 

Mr. Asprnatut. Would you advise the committee as to what crops 
are grown in the Columbia Basin project area? 

Mr. Houimes. Primarily row crops, beans and potatoes, and some 
pasture crops in the form of hay, some dairy commodities, more or 
less the conventional crops grown upon diversified farms in any irri- 
gation district, none of which, with the possible exception of a little 
overlap in dairy, competing with any of the basic crops that are in 
surplus. 

Mr. Aspinatt. You will remember when the upper Colorado River 
project was before the House last year, they asked us to put in a 10- 
year moratorium that we would not produce any crops that were sur- 
plus Ww ithin that time. As I understand your statement, no crops being 

raised are in surplus in this area, would you favor such a restriction 
or limitation ? 

Mr. Hotes. I would think it could receive consideration. I would, 
Mr. Chairman, kind of hate to see it go in on a 10-year restriction. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. We hated it, too. 

Mr. Hormes. ~~ ause I do not think it leaves any flexibility for the 
farmer himself. I do not think it would be necessary in the basin, 
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because it is the kind of farming in the basin that does not lend itself 
to the extensive cultivation. They are not interested in the basic crop 
of tobacco, extensive corn raising or of cotton or peanuts, or of wheat. 
We have our commercial growing areas of wheat in the State of 
Washington, and diversified farming does not lend itself to that, in my 
opinion, Mr. Chairman. And I have had considerable experience 
in that. 

Mr. Asprnaut. I was very pleased that the gentleman supported the 
opposition to that being placed in the upper Colorado River bill 
last year. I was just suggesting that might happen on this. 

Mr. Hotmes. Mr, Chairman, I am happy you are saying that, be- 


cause, as you remember, I did object to that being placed in the upper 
Colorado bill. 


Mr. Asprnatu. I remember very well. 

I understand you support the principle, which is found in reclama- 
tion law, that reclamation projects are a continuation of the home- 
stead laws of the United States, and that by and large they are for the 
purpose of making land available to new settlers and to family unit 
type operations. Is that correct? 

fr. Hotmes. I definitely do, Mr. Chairman, and that is near and 
dear to the people out there, and near and dear to the people that 
move in on reclamation projects. I think that should be the principle 
we should follow. 

Mr. Asprnaut. I understand you do have some operations out there 
in this project, though, that do not conform by principle. They may 
by letter, but they do not conform by principle to that philosophy. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Hotmes. That probably is true, and I think that is one of the 
reasons, and one of the basic reasons, Mr. Chairman, why I think that 
these bills as amended, amending the Columbia Basin Act would 
alleviate that situation. 


Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from South 
Dakota, Mr. Berry. 

Mr. Berry. I just want to say I am in agreement with you. Ap- 
parently, Mr. Holmes, you do not think that the plan of Mr. Ickes as 
set forth in the report here has worked, could work, or will work? 

Mr. Hotmes. While I have not read it carefully, I would say you 
would have to perish the thought in relation to modern-day farming, 
on the best irrigation district in the world. 

Mr. Asprnatx. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Berry. Yes. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. May the Chair say he is a little bit sorry the gentle- 
man jumped the gun so far as that statement is concerned, but inas- 
much as he brought it into the presentation by our colleague, the Chair 
has to ask this question: Has our colleague ever done any work here- 
tofore which would limit or try to enlarge the activites of the Colum- 
bia Basin project as it was being settled? Has my colleague ever 
offered any objection to the statement which my colleague from South 
Dakota made? 

Mr. Hotes. No, I have not, Mr. Chairman. But I think in justice 
to the statement—and let’s be fair, and I want to be—the change in 
farming that has taken place since the time of the statement to the 
present time, and the mechanization of farming has brought about 
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some basic changes that I think are recognized all along the line, and 
I would not be a bit surprised if Mr. Ickes would recognize them. 

Mr. Asprnati. My colleague was a resident of the basin at the time 
the project was authorized, was he not? 

Mr. Hormes. I was a resident of the State, yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Was there any opposition or antagonism voiced be- 
cause of Mr. Ickes’ endeavor to get the project authorized as it is? 

Mr. Hormes. No; not that I know. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curistorner. No comments. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Aspinatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upat. I perhaps am out of line here, since I did not hear the 
entleman’s testimony. Is our colleague saying that the family-sized 
arm is uneconomic ? 

Mr. Hotmes. As far as the limitations in the Columbia Basin are 
concerned, under the Columbia Basin Act. You must remember that 
the family-sized farm in the Columbia Basin Act was smaller than 
provided for under basic reclamation law. 

Mr Upatt. Is the need for the legislation to permit more acreage 
for the smaller farmers, or simply to raise the maximum ? 

Mr. Hormes. It is just to raise the maximum, sir. 

Mr. Sisx. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Uva. Yes. 

Mr. Sisx. Is it my colleague from Washington’s opinion that noth- 
ing in this proposed legislation would in anywise change the basic 
concept of reclamation law ? 

Mr. Hotes. Not at all, sir. On the other side of the question, it 
is a little more restrictive than basic reclamation law. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you. That was my understanding as testified to 
by the gentleman from Washington, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Hortmes. Yes. 

Mr. S1sx. And what you are asking for here is modification of a par- 
ticular contract or agreement entered into for the Columbia Basin and 
applied specifically to it, to permit the people to actually cultivate up 
to 160 acres, which actually is the law under the Reclamation Act of 
1902; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hotes. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Stsx. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Upatx. Where is the grassroots demand coming from for a 
change in this legislation ? 

Mr. Hotmes. From hearings, Mr. Udall, on which I made a state- 
ment in the beginning of my testimony, held by the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Interior, Mr. Fred Aandahl, earlier this year. I would say 
it is a conservative estimate that those hearings were attended by at 
least a thousand farmers within the area itself, and with overwhelming 
support from the Columbia Basin Commission, the irrigation district 
boards, Soil Conservation Board of Washington, the Farm Bureau, 
the local granges. 
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While I noticed there has not been submitted the national reclama- 

tion statement concerning it, I do not know of any objection on their 
art. 
z Mr. Upatu. This is in the gentleman’s district ? 

Mr. Hotmxes. Yes. 

Mr, Upauu. I am sure he follows this closely. Is this a unanimous 
grounds for this type of legislation? Is there any opposition to it? 

Mr. Hotmes. I do not know of any opposition to it. 

Mr. Upauu. Is there opposition by some individuals ? 

Mr. Hotmes. I would not say there would not be some individual op- 
position, but a great minority. 

Mr. Upatu. | think that is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. Dawson. No questions. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harry. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asrrnati. At this time the Chair calls to the witness table Hon. 
Fred G. Aandahl, the Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

I understand Mr. Aandahl will be accompanied by Mr. E. G. Nielsen, 
Assistant Commissioner for Irrigation and Power, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion; Mr. Floyd E. Dominy, Chief of Irrigation, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion; Mr. T. Richard Witmer, Office of the Solicitor, Department of 
the Interior. 

The gentlemen will take their places at the table any time they 
desire. 

We are very glad to have you present before the committee again, 
Governor. You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY E. G. NIELSEN, ASSISTANT 
COMMISSIONER FOR IRRIGATION AND POWER, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION; FLOYD E. DOMINY, CHIEF OF IRRIGATION DIVI- 
SION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; AND T. RICHARD WITMER, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Aanpauu. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before the committee, and submitting the views of the 
Department of the Interior with respect to H. R. 4802 and H. R. 4919. 

I have a very brief statement that I would like to read. 

The Columbia Basin project has been developed in accordance with 
the controlling directives of the Congress as contained in the Project 
Act. Principal among the objectives expressed therein is the estab- 
lishment of a successful family farm economy based on irrigated 
agriculture. Project farms, laid out in conformity with the pro- 
visions of the Project Act, have been established in accordance with 
size standards which, when properly developed and managed under 
irrigation, could logically be expected to return a living to an average 
farm family at the level intended by the act while affording settle- 
ment opportunities to the maximum number of such families. 

The size standards employed have not remained static. On the 
contrary, they have been adjusted from time to time as experience 
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has been gained. Such modifications have resulted in some gradual 
increase in the average size of project farm units. For the most part 
we believe that the congressional directive to establish family size 
farms has been conscientiously discharged. There have admittedly 
been some instances where units have subsequently proved to be too 
small for economic sufficiency. When such circumstances have been 
called to the attention of the Bureau of Reclamation, every effort has 
been made to effect an appropriate adjustment to the extent warranted 
by the attendant circumstances. Both existing provisions of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act and the Exchange Act of August 18, 
1953, have been successfully employed in adjusting farm units deter- 
mined to be inadequate. 

At hearings recently held in the project area, however, many indi- 
viduals evidenced a desire for relaxation of present ownership limita- 
tions of the Project Act. A variety of reasons in support of such 
desires were advanced. Some farmers expressed a firm belief that 
only through additional land could the often heavy costs of early 
years land subjugation be spread over a sufficiently broad operating 

ase to yield adequate operational efficiency pending attainment of 
mature project conditions. Others indicated their belief that advances 
in agricultural techniques since the close of World War II made it 
necessary to have additional acreage in order to secure a justifiable 
return from the capital costs of basic farm machinery required for 
present single unit operation. Running throughout the majority of 
the testimony was the contention that there should be latitude for 
additional economic incentive not now available under the Project Act. 

This Department has given careful attention to the various repre- 
sentations made by individuals and groups directly concerned with 
the successful development of the Columbia Basin project. In report- 


ing on the legislative measures now under consideration, we have 
stated that— 


We consider it appropriate that the Congress review the provisions of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act to see if adjustments are needed in order to bring 
that act into greater conformity with present-day conditions. 


We have further stated that— 


This Department has conscientiously carried out the basic objectives estab- 
lished by the Project Act. The ownership limitations established by the Project 
Act have provided only farm opportunities of definitely limited scope. 


Mr. Chairman, the reproduced copy that you have is slightly in 
error in the next sentence as far as the quote is concerned. The mean- 
ing is satisfactory. 


I will read the quote correctly, which is slightly different than the 
statement you have there. 


Many modifications of the present ownership limitations as fixed by the Project 
Act could provide the opportunity for those financially able to do so to acquire 
farm ownerships capable of yielding higher financial returns than contemplated 


under the existing legislative provisions. 

The appreciable changes in economic conditions and their effect on 
standards of living from the 1930’s to the 1950’s are significant in our 
consideration of modification of Columbia Basin land limitation pro- 
visions. To quote again from the previous reports to the Congress— 


This Department considers that it would be in the best interests of the project 


and to the public in general to modify the act so as to provide greater range 
of opportunity. 
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The acts H. R. 4802 and H. R. 4919 currently being considered by 
this committee apply the standard 160-acre ownership limitation to the 
Columbia Basin project instead of the 1-unit limitation now provided 
for in the existing legislation. It is more restrictive than is generally 
the case under reclamation law by limiting the ownerships in 1 family 
to 2 ownerships or 320 acres. 

After a year of careful study since the Department reported to the 
Congress on the previous similar legislation, we have changed our 

osition and recommend that modifications be made in the Columbia 

asin acreage limitation provisions. In reporting very recently on 
these bills and a similar bill in the Senate, we have also stated that we 
would have no objection to the modifications provided therein if Con- 
gress sees fit to enact such a bill. Your attention is called to the tech- 
nical amendments we suggested to the committee in our report on the 
bills dated March 4, 1957. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. Does that 
conclude the presentation now that you want to make? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair would now like to refer, Mr. Secretary, to 
the part of the report to which the gentleman from South Dakota 
referred a while ago, wherein you quote from the secret diary of 
the late Secretary Ickes, having in mind that not only has the former 
President passed away, but also that the Secretary has passed away, 
and that there is no possibility at all to have any explanation made 
other than what seemingly flows from the quotation. 

Now is it the opinion of the Department of the Interior that it was 
necessary to place that quote in its report in order to show a valid 
reason for change in the original authorizing act ? 

Mr. Aanpanut. Mr. Chairman, one of the important reasons for 
suggesting the modification in the acreage limitation provision is the 
fact that economic conditions have very materially changed in the 
United States since the original act was passed. 

You will recall] in the 1930’s we were in the depths of a depression, 
and our Government was extending itself to provide emergency aid to 
many people who were destitute. The quotation from Secretary Ickes 
just gives indications that the Columbia Basin Act, with the very low 
acreage limitation that prevailed in it had that purpose in mind. I 
feel that the quotation is illustrative of the conditions that prevailed 
at that time. I do not think it should be construed as discrediting in 
any way. 

Mr. Asprnau. There were other projects that were authorized about 
the same time, were there not ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I presume so. 

Mr. Asprnatt. And the Colorado-Big Thompson which is truthfully 
not a reclamation project because it was brought in under NRA, also 
carried certain limitations. 

Now in this quote let us see if I have the thinking of the Department 
correct. I read from the quote: 

He—referring to the late President, Mr. Roosevelt— 
wants the people in this community to be as self-sufficient economically as possi- 
ble, raising what they can of their own food, canning the surplus for their own 


use, perhaps even making their own shoes and certain types of clothing, etc. I 
discussed the whole matter later— 


that is, Mr. Ickes— 


with Commissioner Page, and we will see what we can work out. 
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Is there anything about that quote that is unreasonable for recla- 
mation projects, whether it was authorized under the laws during 
the depression or even at the present time, when we have in mind that 
we are making land available as we did to our homesteaders, and that 
we are trying to perpetuate as long as we can, knowing that the end is 
very, very close, the idea of family unit-type operation ? 

Mr. Aanpau.. I would say that the limitations that are outlined in 
the quote you just read were suitable in trying to develop opportunities 
for people who were destitute, and we had many of them at that time. 
I think they were somewhat too limited for a basis on which we would 
like the broader agricultural development to take place. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I never had the pleasure of knowing personally the 
late President Roosevelt, and the late Secretary, but the former com- 
missioner, the late John Page, was a friend of mine, and he came from 
my district, and he served, which may or may not be known, as the 
superintendent of the reclamation project where I come from where 
we have limitations of 10, 20, and 40 acres. Mr. Page grew up with 
those limitations. 

Now, as I understand the crops that are raised in this area, they are 
somewhat similar to the crops where I come from. Mr. Page was un- 
doubtedly acquainted with these limitations, and when the act was 
passed, if I am correctly advised, he was very much in favor of the act 
as it was passed. 

Now, perhaps, economic conditions have changed. Maybe that is 
right. But they have not only changed in this area, they have changed 
elsewhere also. I think you will agree with me that if we do make 
any changes, that we should still conform to the principle that recla- 
mation law is an outgrowth of Homestead Act procedures, and that 
it is for the purpose of placing resident farm family-type operators 
on the land. Is that correct? 

Mr. AanpAuu. We in the Department of the Interior very definitely 
have that point of view, and the statements and recommendations that 
we have. submitted to the Congress, I think, bear that out quite care- 
fully. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If the proposal as it is now before the committee, 
even with the amendments, should provide that people who are not 
residents of this area might be able to get more than the necessary 
acreage to maintain a family-type operation, would the Department 
be favorable to amending it ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I think any amendment that requires family owner- 
ship would have to have very careful consideration. f 

Mr. Asptnatu. But you do believe that the principle that the oper- 
ators should be all family-type operators on the land should be able 
to stand; is that right? 

Mr. AanDauL. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Since you held extensive hearings in the area, could 
you advise the committee how many operators there are on the area at 
the present time and divide them into resident and nonresident oper- 
ators ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Yes, I can give you a very detailed analysis of that, 
Mr. Chairman. 

In the year 1956, there were 1,834 operators operating 2,784 units. 
There were 1,236 of those operators who operated single units, Out 
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of the 1,236, 853 were owner operators and 383 were tenants. The re- 
maining 1,548 units were operated by 598 operators. Out of that 
group some were owners of part of the units that they operated, that 
is, they could be owners of one unit and lease additional units. 

Now then, out of the part owner group there were 168 that operated 
2 units, there were 51 that operated 3 units, there were 20 that operated 
4 units, there were 12 that operated 5 units, there was 1 that operated 
6, and there were 9 that operated 7 units or more. 

Then of the group that were tenants in entirety in their operation, 
there were 232 that operated 2 units; there were 63 that operated 3 
units; there were 31 that operated 4 units; there were 6 that operated 
5 units; there were 3 that operated 6 units; and there were 2 that oper- 
ated 7 or more units. 

The thing that was of particular interest to me was that out of 2,783 
units there were 1,548 or appreciably more than half that were oper- 
ated by operators who operated more than 1 unit, 1,256 being operated 
by single unit operators. 

Mr. Aspinaty. Then I am to understand from your statement that 
there is no limitation on the delivery of water if one has possession of 
more acreage than a single unit would provide for. Is that correct? 

Mr. AanpauL. Only one unit may be in single ownership. There is 
no limitation, however, on the number of units that an operator may 
farm. He can lease additional units or can lease all of the units that 
he operates and there is no limitation on that number. 

Mr. Asptnati. Do I remember correctly the authorizing act that it 
is possible to sell a unit after a person owns it for 5 years? 

Mr. Aanpauu. He can sell it at any time but he cannot sell it above 
the appraisal value until after the lapse of 5 years. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is he permitted to sell to another unit owner and 
operator ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. We are permitted to deliver water to only one unit 
in a single ownership. If that owner has more than one unit we cannot 
deliver water to the additional unit. 

Mr. Asprnau. But rather than sell, such an operator can lease and 
get around the limitation which is placed upon them; is that right ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. As far as operation is concerned. 

Mr. Asprnauu. And the lessors do not have to be residents of the 
project. Isthat right? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. Am I correct that there is a procedure present in the 
basin whereby they make provision for the holding of these units in 
trust for minors or for prospective minors, persons not yet born ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. You are aware that there has been considerable 
difficulty on the Columbia Basin project with respect to violation and 
this matter of trustee ownership is one of the circumstances that is 
being reviewed out there. I think probably someone else who is a little 
closer to the litigation that has taken place and the efforts to enforce 
the land limitations and the excess provisions, anti-speculation pro- 
visions, could answer more definitely than I can on that particular 
question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair simply wants to make this statement: that 
it is his belief that the units should be large enough to be economically 
feasible in their operation, but he does not believe that in this project 
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of all projects we should do anything that will permit unjust enrich- 
ment to go to people who fall in the class of large operators or specu- 
lators. That is all that he has in mind. 

Let me ask you this, Mr. Secretary, and then I shall give way to my 
colleagues. 

fs it not true that reclamation law as it now stands provides for the 
enlargement of unit holdings where it is determined by the Department 
or by the Bureau of Reclamation that they are not large enough to 
provide for an economic operation ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. The Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of 
the Interior can administratively adjust the size of units from time to 
time. However, where a sizable portion of the project has been de- 
veloped in units that are relatively small, it is very difficult to replat 
the whole project and if it is felt that the scope of economic oppor- 
tunity is too narrow on those units, it would, I think, be better to amend 
the acreage limitation law so that an owner may have more than one 
unit and then some of the units can be consolidated on the initiative 
of the respective owners themselves. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Do I understand you to say that within the five to 
seven hundred thousand acres that are still left undeveloped and will be 
opened when the project is completed, that unless you have this law 
it will be more difficult to determine what the acreage limitation should 
be in a family unit than if you have the law? Is that right? 

Mr. Aanpaut. No. So far as new areas that are going to be plotted 
for development are concerned, the Department has authority to ad- 
ministratively make those additional units that we might plot up to 
160 acres in size. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. But you also have the authority if the present opera- 
tors are found to be without an economic unit that you can make 
available to them other lands to bring their operation up to an economic 
unit, do you not? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. There is some latitude in the provi- 
sions of the act to make adjustments administratively. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And will not the burden of this procedure of ad- 
ministration be just the same in one instance as another that is, with- 
out this law or with the law ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. No; if we have the law, then owners of small units 
at the present time of their own initiative and without any adminis- 
trative action on the part of the Bureau of Reclamation or the Depart- 
ment of Interior could make adjustments by buying and selling units. 

Mr. Asprnaty. You mean units which are already in the possession 
of farm operators ? 

Mr. Aannaunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Not those who would be asking for additional lands 
in the new area to be opened up ? 

Mr. Aanpanut. And even in the new area that is going to be opened 
up I presume that we will run some variety in size because we recognize 
that there is a great deal of difference among individuals in the size 
of units that they like to operate. There will be some units that ap- 
proach the 160-acre maximum limitation. There will be other units 
that will be appreciably smaller. The enactment of this legislation 
would permit owners in the future on their own volition to make such 
adjustments as they see fit. 
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I might say that, during the hearings that we held in the Colum- 
bia Basin, everyone who testified was very firmly of the opinion that 
we should continue plotting the area and developing it on the unit 
basis. They seemed to be very well pleased with that. And I am 
sure even with the present law or with the modifications that are pro- 
posed, there are going to be many, many, many operators who will 
continue single-unit operation. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. Now if one operator can continue a single-unit opera- 
tion and make it feasible, what is to hinder the other operators? 

Mr. Aanpant. I feel that in any occupation, whether it be farm- 
ing, professional, or some kind of business, there should be some ran. 
of opportunity. I do not think that we want to set up this Columbia 
Basin project or any other reclamation project as a mere subsistence 
project. And there will be a number of people of what we might 
think of as retirement age who will be happy to make a home on a 
single unit, who will probably have some other resources to supple- 
ment their income, and they will be very happy to just putter around 
with a project that is relatively small. And the smaller unit would fit 
that type of an operator. 

There are other younger people who have ambition and want to see 
some broader opportunities for their family, have college education in 
mind, and have the better quality of a modern home in mind, and 
they will want a larger income, and I think we can fully justify it as 
a desirable family income. 

So that I think a project of this kind should have a broad enough 
scope of opportunity so that it will fit into the requirements of quite 
a number of individuals. 

Mr. Asprnatt. What does the water cost the average operator per 
acre? 

Mr. AANpDAHL. The operation and maintenance runs about $6.50 per 
acre and the water about $2.50. 

Mr. Asprnatx. The original cost per acre or the cost for construction 
over the 62-year period is how much ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. About $8 or $9. 

Mr. Asprnati. No. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Just for the water about $2.50. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. That is per year ? 

Mr. Aanpaat, Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I mean the overall costs. 

Mr. Aanpanu. The charge is $85, I believe. 

Mr. AsPprInatu. Per acre? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Per acre. The average repayment ability has been 
determined at about $85 an acre. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. Whether it is a small operation or whether it is a 
large operation ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That determination was made on the basis of the size 
units that were provided for as the area was first being plotted. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair is going to reserve any further right so 
that his colleagues may question. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Secretary, let me ask you this: What is the maxi- 
mum size of units that can now be operated in this project under the 
present law ? 

90137—57 4 acl 
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Mr. Aanpant, There is no statutory limitation on the size of opera- 
tion. There is a limitation on ownership and that limitation is one 
unit; but there is no statutory limitation on the operation. 

I might say that administratively the Bureau of Reclamation has 
asked those who enter into lease operation arrangement to report to the 
Bureau and there has been some attempt to hold the number of units 
in single operation down. 

I might say that in many instances the lease operation has been a 
development operation, where someone with capital and ability to level 
and to develop the project or the unit has leased it, and it has been 
of decided benefit for the owner to lease it under that type of arrange- 
ment where he was not financially able to develop the unit that he 
owned. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, listen to this. I am reading now from section 
2, subsection (b) (1) of the Columbia Basin Project Act: 

No farm unit shall contain more than one hundred and sixty or less than ten 
acres of irrigable land, except that any nominal quarter section comprising more 
than one hundred and sixty acres may be included in one farm unit, and except 
that lands owned by the United States may be established into units of lesser 
size for part-time farming operations. 

Does that not place a limit of 160 acres on this? 

Mr. Aanpauu. That places a limit of 160 acres on ownership. But 
it does not place it on operation. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I am going to ask these questions, I, as 
an easterner, have had a number of people in various units here and 
farther south tell me of some policies that have existed with the De- 
partment not just under this administration but prior administrations, 
and that people from the Bureau have come out and told them they 
were not to pay any attention to the 160-acre law, that you could put 
it in anybody’s name you wanted to, and the Bureau would close their 
eyes to it. In fact, when members of this committee went out to dedi- 
cate the Central Valley project in California we bumped into that 
same situation. 

What I am trying to find out is whether or not there is any conscien- 
tious effort being made to limit this to family-size farms or whether or 
not it is the policy of the men who are in the Bureau of Reclamation 
to say, “well, that is what Congress says the law is; but we close our 
eyes to it and anything you want to do as far as improving, family or 
ena else, is perfectly justified.” That is the thing I would like to 

nd out. 

Mr. Aanpaunu. I would say that the Department of the Interior and 
the Bureau of Reclamation have very conscientiously tried to enforce 
the stipulations in the statutory provisions. 

I certainly do not propose to attempt to make an overall statement 
as far as every individual in employment is concerned; but, as far as 
the overall policy is concerned, I feel that the Bureau and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior have conscientiously tried to do the task that 
was assigned to them. 

I have heard rumors such as you have just called attention to, Con- 
gressman Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. If you can only deliver water to one unit, what is the 
advantage of this multiple-unit operation ? 

Mr. Aanpanuu. The multiple-unit operation gives the operator that 
many more acres to farm; it gives him an opportunity to more efficient- 
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ly use the high-price machinery; and there is the general feeling that 
the unit as established does not give as broad a scope of opportunity 
as is desirable on a project. 

I want to emphasize again that quite an appreciable amount of the 
multiple-unit operation on a lease basis has been for the purpose of de- 
veloping the unit, where a sizable operator with financial resources 
and machinery and equipment has come in and leveled the unit and has 
operated the unit for a few years to be reimbursed for the expense that 
he has put into the leveling and the developing. 

Mr. Sartor. Does he get any water for this land ? 

Mr. Aanpant. As long as only one unit is in an ownership we can 
deliver water under the terms of the act irrespective of the number 
of units that an operator may be farming. 

Mr. Saytor. Then here it is set up that the majority of units in this 
area, 1,548 units, are being operated by tenants or nonowners; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. AanpAnu. Not the entire 1,548. There are 1,548 units that are 
being operated by 598 operators. A portion of those operators own 
one of the units that they are operating and lease other units. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know how many of those 598 operators are 
owners ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. There are 168, 51, 20, 12, 1, and 9. Those figures 
added together are the number of the 598 who own 1 unit. The total 
there is 261. Out of the 598, 261 own 1 unit and lease other units. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, this definition of a family, how far has that been 
used up in that area to take out ownership in one of these units? 

Mr. Aanpaut. A family under the terms of the act is limited to one 
unit, and a family is the man and wife, either one or both, and minor 
children. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, you cannot have a father own one unit 
and mother own a unit and a unit in each one of the children’s names. 

Mr. AanpAut. No, just one unit per family under the present terms 
of the act. That is not the general provision of reclamation law, but 
it is the law as it applies to the Columbia Basin Act. 

Mr. Saytor. If it has changed in accordance with these two bills 
we have in front of us, then the definition of a family changes; is 
that right? 

Mr. Aanpan. The definition of a family stays the same. But in- 
stead of limiting a single ownership to 1 unit, it will be limited to 160 
acres which is the general provision of reclamation law nationwide 
with some exceptions. It will further provide that the members of 
a family are limited to 2 ownerships or 320 acres. These proposed bills 
are more limiting than general reclamation law. 

Mr. Sayxor. Then the bills would say that a husband and wife could 
own 320 acres and if they had married children over the age of 18, 
that they could own 160 acres apiece ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. That is when the child reaches the 
age of 18 he is considered as a mature individual and as out working 
for himself. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. There is not anything in the original act 
or there is not anything in this act that says that a family or a child 
has to operate or an owner has to operate his tract; is that right? 


Mr. Aanpant, As far as I know there is no such provision in any 
reclamation law. 
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Mr. Saytor. Let me state an example, now, we have a family that 
has a husband and wife and 4 children who are above the age of 18. 
They could have 1,280 acres? 

Mr. Aanpan. I would rather put it this way. A husband and wife 
may have 320 acres or 2 ownerships and the children above 18 are 
individual business people in their own right and are entitled to a 
unit apiece until they are married and become family peeple. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all the questions at this time. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentlewoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Governor Aandahl 
if the 160-acre limitation has operated satisfactorily in other reclama- 
tion projects. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I would say in the most part it is very satisfactory. 
When I answer that question I want to recognize that there are some 
projects that have extraordinary circumstances and also want to recog- 
nize there are some instances of supplementary water where we should 
give it a second thought, but generally speaking, the 160-acre limita- 
tion is desirable and has worked very satisfactorily. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there any reason why the 160-acre limitation should 
not apply to the Columbia Basin project ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. No, I think not. About the only reason that I have 
heard that has any weight to it at all is the statement that the repay- 
ment ability of the owners was calculated on the basis of the smaller 
units that were first set up. However, we do have a drainage problem 
on the Columbia Basin and we are going to need to negotiate some 
contractual arrangements for taking care of an additional investment 
in drainage. And if we need to review repayment ability it can be 
done at that time. 

With that exception, I can see no reason why the 160-acre limitation 
should not be made to apply to Columbia Basin project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Will the gentlelady yield there? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Asptnatu. What would be the Department’s position if we 
amended the bill so that if there are any increased benefits which flow 
there will be a new repayment ability analysis for these people who 
are getting larger units than those which are necessary for a family- 
type operation ¢ 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I do not favor a graduated repayment based upon 
the size of the unit. I think that would be an _ unfortunate 
arrangement. 

Mr. Asprnau. It just permits, as you have stated, Mr. Secretary, 
in answer to one of my questions, that those people who are perhaps 
successful farmers have more initiative, have more capital to start 
with, they are going to be able to make more money, increase their 
financial status, and their payment to the Government for its cost of 
operation will be just equitable with the others. That is what it means, 
is it not? Not be equitable, it would be equal. 

Mr. Aanpant. I do not feel there should be graduated repayment. 
And in response to the Congresswoman from Idaho I attempted to 
give her a full answer by bringing to her attention a point of view that 
I had heard expressed. 

I do not necessarily share in that point of view myself but that is 
the only question I have heard a in response to the inquiry that 
you make. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. Let me ask you this question because this gets right 
home to me because of the operation of the Grand Valley project where 
we have these units at 40 acres at the present time, very few of them 
larger than that. 

In answer to the gentlewoman’s question, I understood you to state 
you favored the 160-acre limitation. Gk SHES 

Would you favor the same liftings of restrictions and limitations on 
the Grand Valley project to permit an operator to come in and have a 
160-acre unit ? ak 

Mr. Aanpant. I would like to look at the particular conditions that: 

revail on that project, the types of crops that are raised, and a num- 

er of other factors. I would view it with exactly the same objectives 
in mind I have had as I viewed the Columbia Basin project, but I 
would not want to make just a blunt statement of my own on the 
project to which you referred until I take a look at it. 

Mr. Asprnatu. It is the understanding of the chairman, as far as 
family-size units that all of the labor was furnished by the family 
with the exception perhaps of harvesting. 

Mr. Aanpanwu. I might say on the Columbia Basin project as we 
had our hearings on the 3d, 4th, and 5th of January, the testimony 
indicated that many of the operators who had only one unit had sup- 
plementary employment for some member of their family. Quite a 
few of the operators who were operating two units explained that 
except for perhaps very short periods of the year they were able to 
perform the work themselves with the modern equipment that they 
were using. 

And I am of the opinion that ownership not in excess of 160 acres or 
320 acres for a famil ; could in the most part be operated by the mem- 
bers of the family. There may be short periods of harvest or special 
treatment of crops where some additional help would need to be hired, 
but in the most part it would constitute a family-type operation. 

Mr. Harry. Will the gentlewoman yield ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, I will be glad to. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Secretary, what is the chief crop grown on this 
project ? 

Mr. Aanpant. Edible beans, sugar beets, and there is some tendency 
toward dairying and dairy products. If the acreages were a little 
larger, I think there would be further breakaway from the row-crop 
type of cultivation and a greater tendency toward dairying which is 
of tremendous value to good soil management and long-term sustained 
operation of the farms. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Secretary, just a moment ago in response to a ques- 
tion, you said, I believe, that if a family had 4 children over 18 years 
old who were single, they, of course, would be entitled to hold an addi- 
tional 160 acres of land per person. Can children out there at 18 years 
of age own land and deal in their own rights and make contracts, 
bring suit ? 

Mr, Aanpant. I think I would have to ask someone from the Soli- 


citor’s office to express an opinion there if they are familiar with that 
information. 


Mr. Hatey. I think it may be important. 
Mr, Witmer. Mr, Haley, I think I had better not try to answer 
questions of local Washington law. There are, I believe, a number 
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of Washington attorneys here who can probably answer that question 
for you. 

Mr. Hater. I would be glad to have them. 

Mr. Wirner. If none is here I will be glad to check the matter for 
you and submit it for the record, if you wish. 

Mr. Hatry. Is there one here that can answer the question? 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair would have to suggest—before the 
gentleman came in, the Chair stated we would have the witnesses 
appear in order and the gentlemen will be here this afternoon or 
tomorrow when we get to them. 

Mr. Hater. I do not know whether I will, Mr. Chairman. 

I think this has quite a bearing on your units out there. 

Mr. Aspinwatyt. The chairman will protect the gentleman from 
Florida in that. 

Mr. Wirmer. I might say that an individual member of the family 
at the age of 18, if he i is not permitted to have ownership under Wash- 
ington law, there is no violence effected by having our statute say 
as far as the Federal statute is concerned he is per mitted. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that the answer to 
my question be available for the record. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentleman has that right and the answer will be 
forthcoming. 

Mr. Hater. Thank you. 

Mr. Wirmer. There does not appear to be anything in the Washing- 
ton law that would prevent a minor from owning real property. In 
fact the Washington statutes contemplate such “ownership, witness 
Revised Code of W ashington 84.64.070 : 

If the real property of any minor * * * igs sold for nonpayment of taxes, it 
may be redeemed at any time within 3 years after the issuance of the tax 
deed * * *, which redemption may be made by such minor * * * or by any person 
in his behalf. 

The subject of contracts entered into by minors is dealt with in Re- 
vised Code of Washington 26.28.030 : 

A minor is bound, not only by contracts for necessaries, but also by his other 
contracts, unless he disaffirms them within a reasonable time after he attains 
his majority, and restores to the other party all money and property received 


by him by virtue of the contract, and remaining within his control at any time 
after attaining his majority. 


See also Revised Code of Washington 26.28.0409 : 


No contract can be thus affirmed in cases where, on account of the minor’s own 
misrepresentations as to his majority, or from his having engaged in business as 
an adult, the other party had good reasons to believe the minor capable of con- 
tracting. 

Mrs. Prosr. That completes my questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. Berry. Mr. Secretary, are there many projects in the country 

where there are acreage limitations as small as 30 acres? 

Mr. Aanpanw. I would say that the 160-acre limitation is the pro- 
vision that applies generally throughout the country. I believe I 
would ask Mr. Dominy here to call attention to some exceptions if he 
has some in mind. . 

Mr. Domtny. Where the land is publicly owned, Mr. Berry, the re- 
strictions on the Secretary of Interior in making them avi Lilable to set- 
tlement is the same on the Columbia Basin as on all other reclamation 
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projects, and that is that he will establish them at sizes he considers 
suitable to make a living for a farm family. 

On private lands other than the Columbia Basin project, I know 
of no limitation on any of our projects other than the 160 per indi- 
vidual ownership. 

On the Columbia Basin project the limitation applies also to private 
land requiring the Secretary to establish the size of farms in units 
capable of providing a suitable level of living for a farm family. 

Mr. Berry. With the limitation of ownership of 30 acres? ; 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. I do not know where you get. the figure 30 
acres. The law says in units from 10 to 160 in each case determined by 
the Secretary to be a farm sufficient to support a family at an adequate 
level of living. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Berry. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. That is applicable to all reclamation projects which 
have been found upon publicly owned land ? 

Mr. Domrny. That is right. But on private lands, you see, the 
Columbia Basin is the only one that has that limitation. 

May I add one other thing—on all other projects after the public 
land has been patented, then that owner may sell it to whomsoever he 
wishes and a family, of course, could acquire then 160 acres per indi- 
vidual as the land became available. 

On the Columbia Basin project, even after the land is patented, the 
owner is allowed to sell only to someone who does not then own a unit. 

Mr. Berry. Of 30 acres / 

Mr. Dominy. No; whatever the unit is. They vary from 10 to 160 
acres. But once that land is platted under the Columbia Basin project 
concept that is presumed to be a farm for all time and must be sold as 
a farm to a person eligible to own it under the Columbia Basin Project 
Act. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield further for an additional 
question ¢ 

Mr. Berry. I yield. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Mr. Dominy, you mean to say, then, in all other pro}- 
ects there is no limitation as to the amount of ownership with the right 
to receive water after the unit has once been brought into the possession 
of an individual who may sell 

Mr. Domrny. It is no longer consigned to that unit as it is on the 
Columbia Basin. For instance, two 80-acre units could readily be 
combined into 1 ownership, not being in excess of 160. 

Mr. Aspinatyt. That is what I wanted to get. The excess provi- 
sion, the 160 acres applies? 

Mr. Domrny. Per individual owner; yes. 

Mr. Berry. Here the amendment recommended would limit it oa 
this project to 320 acres in 1 family; is that correct ? 

Mr. Domrny. That is right, as defined in the Columbia Basin Proj- 
ect Act, that is a man and wife and children up to 18 years of age. | 

Mr. Aanpant. I think, Mr. Chairman, the better way to say it 1s 
that single ownerships would be limited to 160 acres with the provision 
that members of the family may have 2 ownerships or 320 acres. 

Mr. Berry. Only two ownerships, though 4 

Mr. AAnDAHL. Yes. 
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Mr. Berry. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Secretary, on page 2 of your statement, you say: 

Others indicated their belief that advances in agricultural techniques since the 
close of World War II made it necessary to have additional acreage in order to 
secure a justifiable return from the capital costs of basic farm machinery re- 
quired for present single unit operation. 

Is that because of the rise in the price of machinery or what? 

Mr. Aanpant. It is the result of increase in all prices and the re- 
quirement of a somewhat broader base in order to bring satisfactory 
return to the farm family. 

I might say that those several statements that you find in that par- 
ticular paragraph sort of paraphrase the thinking that was expressed 
by the witnesses at the hearings, and I believe the committee has been 
supplied with a summary review of the hearings, such as I am hold- 
ing in my hand here. 

Mr. Harey. I do not have it, but it is all right. 

Chiefly these units were set up, as I gather it, to serve the purpose 
of a family farm, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. 

Mr. Hatry. So any increase in costs would be chiefly from the farm 
machinery or labor, would it not? 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes; and again I want to emphasize that at the time 
these family units were being established, it was intended that they 
be of rather limited scope, and they were thought of as being places 
that would give a very modest opportunity to the family. And that 
concept grew out of the rather destitute conditions that prevailed dur- 
ing the depression period of the thirties. So I think we want to recog- 
nize the increase in cost at the present time and we also want to recog- 
nize the scope of opportunity was a little too limited even originally 
as set up in the project for the way we look at things at the present 
time. 

Mr. Hater. Along the line of that thinking, I notice the report of 
the Department sets forth in the period of 1939 to 1944, the average 
net income realized was $1,396 and in 1956 the net income was $2,590. 
So there has been considerable increase in income just from the nor- 
mal rise in prices, you might say ¢ 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I believe those figures are estimated capabilities. 


Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield right there with reference to 
that subject ? 


Mr. Hatey. I will be glad to. 

Mr. Sisk. Is this increase in income within the past few years in- 
dicative of the fact that the operators are using more than one unit 
that actually there are less operators farming more acreage? 

Mr. Aanvaut. I believe I will ask Mr. Dominy to respond to that. 
He is a little closer to these economic studies that have been made out 
there than I am. 

Mr. Dominy. This figure which Congressman Haley quoted from 
the report, Congressman Sisk, is taken from some summaries put out 
by the Department of Agriculture, farm economic studies, which in- 
dicated that in 1939 the average realized net income per farm was 
about $1,396. 

Mr. Stsx. Are we talking per unit or per individual operator? 
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Mr. Dominy. That was per farm. That is an average, you see, 
which like all averages, takes in a lot of rabbits and a lot of horses to 
get an average. So it is not too meaningful. The reason it is in this 
report was to show that in our own studies in determining the respon- 
sibility which Congress placed upon the Department of deciding what 
size farm to establish on the Columbia Basin we established something 
we thought was somewhat above the average prevailing generally in 
that same period, 1939 to 1944. 

Today those same farms, as compared to 1939, in 1956 the average 
was $2,990 which reflects the fact that the value of money in 1939 to 
1944 was an index of 144 as compared to the 1910-14 at 100. In 1956 
that index had gone up to about 290 as compared to the 1910 to 1914 
period of 100. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Secretary, I believe you have answered this ques- 
tion before, but I would like to ask it again just to be sure. 

This is quite a departure from the original law that set up this 
project. If this bill were passed in its present form, would you be 
willing to look over all of the other projects of similar nature in the 
West and see if there is any justification for raising limitations on 
those ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I think in answering your question I should again 
state the proposed modification in the acreage limitation puts the acre- 
age limitation provisions of the Columbia Basin Act on a basis some- 
what comparable to what is generally the case throughout reclama- 
tion areas. 

Now, we recognize in our discussion that there are some other 
projects where the limitations are perhaps a little less than the stand- 
ard provisions of reclamation law. 

If that is the case and if the people from those areas are not satis- 
fied we, of course, would be very glad to review the circumstances. 

I would not want at this time to make any commitment as to what 
our recommendation might be until we looked into those cases. 

Mr. Hater. That is what I say—you are willing to look over those 
other projects and make some recommendation ? 

Mr. Aanpant. Without any question. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hatey. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Secretary, I suppose there must be some hardship 
cases in this area; are there not? 

Mr. Aanpant. Of the thousand witnesses that appeared at those 
hearings out there, there were a sizable number that said, “We just 
cannot make a satisfactory living for our family on this one unit.” 

Mrs. Prost. How many, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Aanpant. I would have to go through the summary. I do not 
have that itemized. But there were quite a number of them that made 
such statements. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much for yielding. 

Mr. Harey. Iamthrough. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowertu. Mr. Secretary, do I understand in this legisla- 
tion you seek to make the 160-acre limitation applicable to this proj- 
ect just the same as on other projects? 


90187—57——_5 
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Mr, Aanvauu. That is correct, except there is a little tighter family 
limitation than is generally the case. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What is the family limitation generally ? 

Mr, Aanpant. The family limitation generally is 160 acres per in- 
dividual and that can be man, wife, and minor children. 

Mr, Cuenowetn. How much land can one family have generally ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That would depend entirely on the number of chil- 
dren they have. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Suppose a man and wife and 2 children; 2 boys, 
20-—~-- 

Mr. Aanpaut. If they are 18, they are considered as adults and 
operators in their own right. If they are under 18, they are minor 
children. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Do they have to be under 18 in order to qualify 
for a unit? 

Mr. Aannaut. No. Just a moment. 

Under the standard reclamation acreage limitation provision, each 
individual is entitled to an ownership not in excess of 160 acres. The 
law has been interpreted to mean that those ownerships also extend 
to minor children. 

Mr. CHenowern. Extend to his wife and minor children ? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. He could have as many as 4 or 5 depending on 
the size of the family. 

Mr. Aannant. That is right. 

Mr. CuEenowetH. That is the general provision. 

Mr, Aanpauu. That is the general provision of reclamation law. 
Now, in the amendatory legislation to the Columbia Basin Act, the 
acreage limitation is changed from 1 unit as it is in the present law to 
a maximum of 160 acres. Then there is the further provision that 
family ownerships cannot exceed 320 acres. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. You want to put that limitation in this bill? 

Mr. Aanpauu. That is a part of the bill you have before you as 
proposed to be amended. 

Mr. CuenowetH. To that extent it is different than the general 
reclamation law. 

Mr. Aannant, Yes, and that is the legislation which the Depart- 
ment of Interior has asserted that it has no objection to. 

Now, I might say that this legislation, both on the Senate side and on 
the House side, was drafted and submitted by the Members of Congress 
from the areas and a year ago, when the Department of Interior report- 
ed on similar bills, we objected to the bills. After the study that we 
have made we have changed our position and while we are not par- 
ticularly pushing the legislation, we recognize that there is a need for 
change, and we have no objection to these bills as they are presently 
before the House and the Senate. 

Mr. Curenowern. You are now imposing a limitation of 320 acres 
instead of 160 acres? 

Mr. Aanpant, No, we are placing a limit of 160 acres instead of 
just 1 unit per individual. And those ownerships as applied to family 
cannot exceed 320 acres. 

Mr. CuenowetH. What is the total acreage they have now? 

Mr. Aanpant. One unit. 

Mr. CHENoweETH. 160? 
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Mr. Aanpauu. No, one unit. That may be anything from 10 to 
160 acres. 


Mr. CuEenowetu. They are confined to a unit. They cannot exceed 
160 acres? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Under present law. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Clearly there is a need for this legislation. 

Mr. Aanpant. I think that is correct. 

Mr. CuEeNnowetH. One further question. In how many projects 
have you waived the 160 acre limitation completely? I think of two, 
which were the Colorado-Big Thompson and San Luis in Colorado. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I would say roughly 5 or 6 projects. 

Mr. CuenowetrH. Where you have recognized that the acreage 
limitation would work a hardship? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Where Congress has done that in the authorizing 
legislation. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield at this place? 

Mr. CuenowetH. Yes, I am through. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Secretary, in answer to a question of the gentle- 
woman from Idaho, you stated that a sizable group had applied and 
stated that they could not make a go of it with the unit they now have. 
How many have applied to the department for redress and enlarge- 
ment of their units ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I think we would have to go to the field to get any 
tabulation of formal applications that have been made. I was basing 
my statement on the testimony that was given by approximately a 
thousand witnesses—excuse me—by approximately a thousand people 
who appeared at these hearings at which there were about 120 wit- 
nesses. 

Mr. Asprnauu. But you do not know how many of those have for- 
mally asked the Department or the Bureau to enlarge their units? 

Mr. Aanpanu, No, I have no tabulation of that. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. You could get that information, could you not? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, we can get that. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. Please furnish it for this place in the record and 
also I wish you would supplement that statement with the further 
factual statement of how many appeared after they made the applica- 
tion. 

(Information requested follows :) 

As of January 1, 1957, 19 requests for determination of eligibility under Public 
Law 258 have been received on the Columbia Basin project. Of this total, 18 
of the farm units involved were found to be insufficient. The settlers holding 
these 18 units have accordingly been declared eligible for exchange or amend- 
ment of their units. Only one of the applicants under Public Law 258 testified 
at the January 1957 hearings. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the Chairman yield to me? 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman at my right is first. 

Mr. Sartor. I will yield. 

Mrs. Prost. I just wanted to pursue this acreage limitation a trifle 
further. You say these family units may average anywhere from 10 
acres to 160. Do you know, Mr. Secretary, if there are very many 
class 1 lands in the 160-acre units? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I can give you quite specific information in response 
to the question you have just asked. 
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Mr. Aspinatt. If my colleague will yield so that I may clear this up 
a little bit. Keep in mind that in the answer that all of the private 
landowners were entitled to keep 160 acres is a family-type unit. So in 
answer to the gentlewoman’s question, I think it should be answered 
without taking into consideration those private landowners who kept 
their 160 acres. 

Mr. Aanpant. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that landowners who 
held their land prior to 1937 could keep 2 units. It was not 160 
acres. 

Mr. Asrrnati. Two units? 

Mr. AAnpAut. It was two units they could keep. 

Irrespective of the type of ownership, at the end of 1956, 3,979 units 
had been plotted. That embraced 301,988 acres. 

And the average number of irrigable acres was 7589 and that 
had a class 1 equivalent of 59%. 

Mrs. Prost. Class 1 units average 59%, acres? 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Governor Aandahl. I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Secretary, I have before me a copy of the hear- 
ings held before this committee in the 77th Congress, and you have 
by answering just the last question answered some of the questions 
that come to my mind in going over these hearings. 

First, can you tell us how many acres there are in this proposed 
development ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I just gave the acreage that has been plotted in 
units by the end of 1956. 

The total project is expected to be somewhere between 560 and 600 
thousand acres. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that is that in these hearings—these 
hearings were held in March and April, 1942—Mr. Page who was 
testifying for the Department said that there would be 1,200,000 
acres in the development. What has happened to the other acreage? 

Mr. Aanpanu. I will ask Mr. Dominy to outline that for you, please. 

Mr. Domrny. Congressman Saylor, the Columbia Basin project 
area does embrace about a million twenty-nine thousand acres of 
irrigable land. Two major things have cut that down at the moment 
to where we have in sight, as the Secretary has said, between 560 and 
600 thousand acres for immediate development. 

The first thing that has cut it down is the major part of the lands 
on the eastern edge of the project are good dry land, wheat lands, 
and the owners chose to hold their lands out of the districts as they 
were formed. 

So that removed a sizable acreage from the million and twenty-nine 
thousand potential. 

The second development of some consequence is the Hanford project 
of the Atomic Energy Commission in the bend of the Columbia River. 
and by reason of that and for security and safety purposes they have 
blocked out an area of Columbia Basin project lands within this 
million and twenty-nine thousand which we are perhaps for all time 
prevented from developing. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the acreage in the Hanford area ? 
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Mr. Domrny. I do not have that specific figure in mind. It is 
roughly a hundred thousand acres. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, might I ask then the Secretary give 
us for the record at this point the figures of the land that they expect 
to have in the total program when it is developed ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. We will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Asrrnaut. As of this time? 

Mr. Sartor. As of this time. 

Also, could you furnish us with an estimate of what it would cost 
to prepare these various areas so they would be ready for dividing 
into units so that the committee could have that figure ? 

Mr. AanpaHi. We will be glad to supply that information. 

Mr. Asprnatu. When supplied it will be made a part of the record. 

(The information requested follows :) 


The Columbia Basin project was originally planned to contain 1,029,000 irrigable 
acres of land. Of this total, 329,000 acres were withdrawn from the respective 
districts during formation proceedings, 5,000 acres were removed for purposes of 
Larson Air Force Base, 12,000 acres have been excluded for industrial and urban 
growth, and an additional 157,000 acres went to make up the Atomic Energy 
Commission zone on the Wahluke slope. The elimination of this aggregate total 
of 503,000 acres reduced the project area to 526,000 acres. 

Subsequent to the foregoing actions, AEC has released 55,000 acres from the 
secondary protective zone, 35,000 acres of the lands originally withdrawn by their 
owners have been purchased by the United States as settlement land, and an 
additional 17,000 acres have been reincluded in the project by landowner petition. 
The addition of this aggregate total of 107,000 acres to the above cited 526,000 
acres yields the 633,000 acres now available for project development. 

The investment of Federal funds per irrigable acre assuming first, a 600,000- 
acre project and second, a 1,029,000-acre project is respectively $625 and $545. 
Of the $625 per irrigable acre total, $500 represents the cost of specific irrigation 
work, $9 powerplant allocations to irrigation pumping, and $114 represents 44 
percent of the cost of joint facilities. Present repayment contracts fix $85 per 
irrigable acre as the average amount to be repaid by project water users. The 
remaining $540 investment per irrigable acre must therefore be defrayed through 
application of project power revenues. 

Under the 1,029,000-acre program, the investment of $545 per irrigable acre 
consists of $470 for specific irrigation works, $7 powerplant allocation to irriga- 
tion pumping, and $68 representing 44 percent of the joint project facilities. With 
present repayment contracts requiring an average repayment of $85 per acre 
by the water users, $460 per acre thus remains which must be defrayed from 
project power revenues. 


Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Curistoruer. I have just one question I would like to ask the 
Secretary. 

In discussing the units and their operators, I think you said in con- 
clusion that in 1956 you had 2 operators in the Columbia Basin project 
that. opened 7 or more units. 

Can you tell the committee just how many units those 2 operators 
did operate and a breakdown as between the 2 of them ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. We do not have that information. We can get it 
for you. 

Mr. Curistoruer. I wish you would. In other words, if there is 
a landgrabbing operation going on out there, we would like to know 
how great it is and who is doing it. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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(The information requested follows.) 


Project records indicate that 5 operators on the project have in excess of 7 farm 
units. These operators, together with the units operated and total irrigable 
acreage involved are as follows: 





Name Number of Total irri- 





units gable acres 
he att etc shins ta dacbddedadb~o seins bee 13 1, 031 
ow cen iets iindiaeashnasininigmt ie iegiind teoee 10 682 
uincy Spearmint Farms _- 8 531 
TE ei ckseuecitien 8 572 
Ween Com Siem... . 32. ee Seika er east. 15 1, 027 


Mr. Asrrnatu. The House will be in session in just a few minutes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprnatt. The committee stands adjourned until tomorrow 
morning at 9: 45. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, March 19, 1957.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 19, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:50 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be 
in session for the further consideration of H. R. 4802 and its com- 
panion bill, H. R. 4919. 

At the time of our adjournment yesterday, the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Sisk, was entitled to recognition. The Chair will 
recognize the gentleman for questioning, and the Secretary and his 
staff will take their places at the witness table. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY E. G. NIELSEN, ASSISTANT 
COMMISSIONER FOR IRRIGATION AND POWER, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION; FLOYD E. DOMINY, CHIEF OF IRRIGATION DIVI- 
SION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; AND T. RICHARD WITMER, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR— 
Resumed 


Mr. Sisx. Mr. Secretary, in your statement you referred to the fact 
that the Department had changed its position from a year ago, as I 
recall your testimony. What generally led to that change of position 
with reference to this legislation, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. The previous position was one that had existed 
through the years. Since we reported on it a year ago, we have 
given the problem out there a good deal of additional study, including 
a series of three hearings that I held with staff people on the project 
itself. Asa result of those hearin gs, and also as a result of our further 
study of the project, it seemed to us in the Department that there 
was not much reason for having a different acreage limitation on the 
Columbia Basin project than generally prevails throughout reclama- 
tion areas, and we changed our position on the basis of that opinion. 

Mr. Sisk. You say there was not much reason. Do you feel there 
is any reason now existing? 
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Mr, Aanpau. The only factor that has been brought to my atten- 
tion was the one that I mentioned yesterday in response to a ques- 
tion, and that is the fact that the repayment ability of the water users 
has been calculated and the contracts have been completed on the 
basis of that calculation around the units of the original size. What 
effect the larger units may have upon the repayment ability I do 
not know, but my feeling is if there is greater repayment ability on 
projects that, that could be reflected in repayment of additional in- 
vestments that need to be made for drainage purposes. 

Mr. Sisk. Would it be your thought, if there is a change that would 
be required under this law, that you might recalculate the repayment 
ability and possibly change the repayment program ? 

Mr. Aanpan. I would not feel that anything should be done with 
the present contract, but we will have to negotiate further for the 
additional amount of money that will have to be put in drainage 
facilities. I think the present contract calls for about $8 million for 
drainage, and the estimates now are that it is going to take around 
$40 million to complete the drainage work on the portion of the 
project that is being developed at the present time. 

Mr. Sisk. Which certainly would indicate that there may be some 
increases, then, in repayment charges. Is that right? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That could be a result. 

Mr. Sisk. Generally do you feel that the changes that will be brought 
about. if this bill is enacted will increase the repayment ability ? 

Mr. Aanpant. It should lean in that direction. 

Mr. Sisk. With reference to this change in position, I think you 
gave a good answer to that. I certainly think that we all should be 
pon same to change when conditions and experiences prove need 

or it. 

But generally now, I find your position with reference to this legis- 
lation is more or less a neutral position, that is, you have not asked 
for this legislation. What I want to bring out—is there any particular 
reason, let’s say, why you are not all-out for this legislation? In 
other words, you do not object to the legislation, and yet you do not 
necessarily all-out favor the legislation. I mean there is kind of neu- 
tral position which I do not quite understand on the part of the De- 
partment, because I know in your studies you have brought out certain 
facts, and I think those should be pretty important to the committee 
in determining what action they should take. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I think probably the reason the Department has 
moved rather slowly and rather easily in its a reeed AACE is be- 
cause the initiative has been taken by the Members of Congress them- 
selves from the area, and we have no objection to what they are pro- 
posing. In fact, the more I talk about it, the more inclined I am to 
give it fairly strong affirmative support. There is no reason at all, 
as far as the facts of the project are concerned, for being hesitant in 
supporting the legislation. 

Mr. Sisk. Now a little bit different approach on the question, Mr. 
Secretary. Has there at any time been any indication that the acreage 
limitation as set up under the Columbia Basin Act would be construed 
to be in violation of any Washington State laws? 

Mr. Aanvant. I understand that the State of Washington has a 
statute—the reason I am hesitating is I am not jut sure of the pro- 
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Visition—but the Washington State statute dovetails the present pro- 
visions of the Columbia Basin Act, and authorizes the local entities 
out there to proceed on that basis as far as State law is concerned. 

It is also my understanding that the Washington Legislature has 
passed legislation, the exact language of which I am not familiar with, 
that will give State authorization for the local entities out there to 
proceed with amendments that are being considered by the Congress 
at the present time. 

Mr. Sisk. So in your opinion there is no likelihood that you might 
run into a situation in the State of Washington similar to that in cer- 
tain other Western States we are now faced with ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. No, I think that that will work out very nicely as 
far as Washington is concerned. 

Mr. Sisx. I am sure the gentleman is aware of what I have ref- 
erence to. 

Mr. Aanpaun. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnati. Does the gentleman from California, Mr. Utt, have 
any questions ? 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Secretary, would it be possible for considerable in- 
equity to arise under the present law in the absence of this resolution 
that we are considering now? In this manner, I might have been 
financially unable to have bought more than a 10-, or 20-, or 30-acre 
unit, and now my financial position is such that I could acquire another 
100 acres. Somebody went in at the same time I did and acquired 160 
acres because he was financially better off. Now I am stopped from 
buying another 100 acres and still retaining my other unit, and I 
would not be able to get water on the additional land if I already 
owned this other unit. 

Mr. Aannanu. Under the present law ? 

Mr. Urrr. Under the present law. 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Mr. Urr. Do you consider that to be an inequity to the individual? 

Mr. AaAnpAnt. It carries an element of inequity. 

Mr. Urr. Further, does not the present law place a kind of a burden 
upon alienation, in that if I owned a 10-, 20-, or 30-acre plot, I would 
have to sell it before I could buy another larger plot and be entitled 
to water? Would I not find it more difficult in disposing of a 10-, 20-, 
30-acre plot, I would have to sell it before I could buy another larger 
plot and be entitled to water? Would I not find it more difficult in dis- 
posing of a 10-, 20-, or 30-acre plot than I would with comparison to 
the larger plots? 

Mr. Aanpantt. That may be the case. I am not certain how much 
interest there is in those small units, which on the Columbia Basin 
project, I think, are regarded pretty much as part-time units. 

Mr. Urr. I think that is all. 

Mr, Asprnatu. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Secretary, just to reclarify this matter regarding 
reclamation law. The proposed legislation does not exceed the exist- 
ing provision on acreage that we find in reclamation law and in other 
similar projects; is that right? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, the 160-acre limitation, and a limit 
of 2 holdings toa family of 320 acres. Is that the provision in the law ? 

90137576 











38 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


Mr. AAnpaut. Yes, sir, that is very similar to general reclamation 
law. In fact, the 160 acres is the same as general reclamation law. 
The limitation of 2 or more ownerships with a total of 320 acres per 
family is more limiting than the general law. 

Mr. Uniman. Of course, the problem here then is that the history 
of this project was a special acreage limitation based upon family 
units, was it not ? 

Mr. Aannaunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Utitman. My only concern is with the existing family units, a 
lot of GI’s have settled out there in that area. Is it your opinion they 
are not an economic family unit under present circumstances ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. I would put it this way: The scope of opportunity is 
very limited, and conditions as we find them at the present time, I 
think, are such that in a large agricultural development such as the 
Columbia Basin project, we should have a little wider scope of oppor- 
tunity. With the enactment of the amendments that are before the 
committee, I am sure we will find that there will be many of those units 
that will be owned and operated singly as they are at the present time. 
There will be other individuals that will want just a little broader 
scope of opportunity and more than one unit up to the 160-acre limita- 
tion. I think that isa wholesome circumstance. 

Mr. Uttman. What will be the effect, in your opinion, on the estab- 
lished portions of the project? Will there be a tendency, if this law 
is passed, to consolidate? Will the little GI with a 40-acre unit sell 
out to his neighbor who can pick up additional acreage ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. It is pretty hard to speculate on just what will take 
place. My first hunch would be that probably some of the absentee 
owners who have been leasing their units will probably sell them to 
someone who is a resident on the project, and the person who is a 
resident on the project, instead of owning one unit and leasing an- 
other, will buy this additional unit and will own the entire acreage that 
he farms. I think that would be one of the tendencies. There are, of 
course, a variety of types of changes that may take place, and it is 
pretty hard to speculate just exactly what they will be. 

Mr. Utitman. Do we have any kind of studies in the record—I might 
address this to the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, do we have any studies in the record on the typical 
or the average size of these units that we have out there? 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is in the record. 

Mr. Uttman. We have that in the record ? 

Mr. Asprnati. The average was 58-plus acres per unit. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Domtny. An average of 59-plus class 1 equivalent. The acres 
of land runs higher than that on the average, because the class 1 
equivalent runs just short of 60 acres. 

Mr. Utrman. Regardless of the type of land, this will throw out 
this unit provision that was based upon higher type land and more 
productive land, and put the whole project under one acreage limita- 
tion feature. Is that right? 

Mr, Aanpant. That is right, but the additional area to be developed 
will be plotted on a unit basis. The only thing, if the amendments 
are approved, ownership will not be limited to one unit. Ownership 


will be limited to 160 acres, and as many units as might come within 
the 160 acres. 
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Mr. Uriman. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Mr. Secretary, 1 have a communication here from 
one A, R. Chase of Ephrata, Wash., who is unable to be present at the 
hearing, but who asks several questions in his communication. 

One “question refers to a study being made by the Department of 
Agriculture on an economic survey of farms in the Columbia Basin. 
Mr. Chase suggested that that study i is ready for release. Do you know 
anything about that study ? 

Mr. Aaxbant. I do not have e any personal apprisal of that. I be- 
lieve Mr. Dominy has some informal information about it he would 
be glad to give you. 

Mr. Asprnart. Would you care to make any statement, Mr. Dominy, 
as to whether or not it might be well for this committee to wait in order 
to secure any infor mation they might have in that report that would 
help us in coming ta our decision ? 

Mr. Dominy. I do not know why the Department of Agriculture 
asked that this survey be made, but they did send a competent agri- 
cultural economist into the Columbia Basin. He was there in January, 
and attended some of the hearings we held. He had been interview- 
ing farmers at that time. I talked to him briefly, and I thought that 
we would have the benefit of his report before now, but I have not 
seen it, and do not know whether it is in advanced stages of prepara- 
tion. I could not advise the committee as to the nature of his report, 
or how long it will be before it will be available. 

Mr. Aanpauu. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that that study is being 
inade in connection with the farm-loan program of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Of course, that brings my next question into play, 
Mr. Secretary, and that is this: Is it ‘absolutely necessary to change 
a size of the units in this project to continue it as an economic ally 

easible project? Or would it not be better to see whether or not 
teen ial credit could be made available so that operations could con- 
tinue in line with what to some of us at least appears to be more in 
accordance with fundamental principles of reclamation law ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. I think it is very important that something further 
be done with respect to credit for the projects out there. That, how- 
ever, and the need for that type of a program does not in anyway 
detract, as I see it, from the desirability of having just a little broader 
scope of opportunity on the project. 

Mr. Asptnautu. I understand the 2 rence between the Secretary 
and the chairman of this committee. I do not think that the differ- 
ence is too great. The Secretary wants to make it possible for farmers 
to grow on this project, and to accumulate, which is the American 
way of doing it. On the other hand, the chairman of the committee 
wants to hold pretty close to the original philosophy which prompted 
reclamation law, which permits the opening of frontiers and the 
establishment of family-unit farms. 

The chairman, at least, does not wish anybody to be enriched unduly 
by the advantages offered in this project. Neither does the chairman 
desire a speculator to come in and make unconscionable profits. 

The Secretary does not have to make any answer, unless he wishes 
to, to the chairman’s statement. 

Mr. Aanpauw. I would say that I am fully in accord with the policy 
that you have stated. I would not want to see excessive acreages go 








40 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


into single ownership, or into single operation. But I do like to.see 
the range of opportunity broadened so that a family can have a fairly 
substantial degree of prosperity in what they do. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Let me ask you this, if you are able to answer it: 
Would the Secretary oppose a provision in. this legislation which 
would provide that enlarged ownerships resulting from the proposed 
act shall be operated by owners and not by lessees ¢ 

Mr. AAnpAu. That would be a provision that is new as far as re- 
clamation law is concerned. I think we would want to think about it 
quite extensively before we would move on a program of that kind. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Well, the Secretary will agree with me that the rea- 
son for this project was not to take care of people who would become 
lessees, but that we wished to take care of people desiring to operate 
farms. Isthat correct? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Mr. Aspinat. If we tied it to ownership, if any enlargements are 
permitted—and they will be—perhaps we can get away from some of 
the changes I foresee in the legislation. 

Mr. Aanpanu. May I make a statement there, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Asprnaui. Certainly. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I would say that, if legislation of that kind is to be 
considered, it should be considered as an amendment to general rec- 
lamation law, and not an amendment just to the Columbia Basin 
Project Act. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Yes, but let. me ask you this now, Mr. Secretary: 
There are other places where we have reclamation projects, some fin- 
ished, and some not yet completed, where they are also feeling the pinch 
of economic hardship because of the times in which we live, and the 
Secretary does not know of any program in the Department now which 
would provide for the enlargement of units in those areas, does he? 

Mr. Aanpant. I believe that practically all of the other projects 
have the limitation of 160 acres. They already have what is being 
asked for in the Columbia Basin project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Do you think that is true in all particulars? 

Mr. Aanpaut. In most instances I think that is correct. 

Mr. Asprnaty. You say that even though in this project most of 
the land was originally owned by private owners? 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes. 

Mr. Urr. Will the Chairman yield? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Mr. Urr. Does not the record show even in the small plots, 50 per- 
cent of the operators are not actual owners, or very close to that, as I 
recall—218 as against 598 ? 

Mr. Aanvant. That figure is substantially correct. 

Mr. Urr. So that small limited plots are not conducive to on-the- 
farm operators, and it might be there would be more on-the-farm 
operators under the economic incentive of larger acreage than there 
would be on the small plots? 

Mr. Aanpant. I will give you the exact figure there. In single-unit 
operations, 853 are owner-operated, and 383 are tenant-operated. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. That is, single units? 

Mr. Aannau. Yes. Of a single-unit operation, 853 are owner- 
operated, and 383 are tenant-operated for the year 1956. 
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Mr. Urr. Can you give us the figure as to how many acres are farmed 
by the 383 as compared to the total acreage farmed by the 853? 

Mr. AANDAHL. f do not have a breakdown of the acreages involved 
there. My hunch would be they are probably substantially the same, 
that is, acres per unit, average acres per unit. 

Mr. Urr. Can you get the figure of the total acreage farmed by 
the nonowners, as compared with the total acreage involved in the 
853 owners who operate their own parcels ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. We do not have it in acreage. 

Mr. Urr. Could it be gotten? 

Mr. Aanpaunt. Yes, I think it could be secured. 

Mr. Urr. I am rather interested to know whether the 383 nonowning 
operators farm more land than is farmed by the owners. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Another question, Mr. Secretary. In Mr. Chase’s 
letter, he suggests that hundreds of veterans had to sell all land ex- 
ceeding 10 acres in order to qualify. Does not the Department ex- 
pect that there will be claims which may result, if this act is passed, 
from private owners who sold their lands in order to qualify—veterans 
or these people who had privately owned land of over 160 acres? 

Mr. Aanpant. I do not believe I understand the question, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Some people had to sell their private lands down to 
160 acres in order to qualify ; is that correct ? 

Mr, Aanpant. Down to two units. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Down to two units. 

Mr. Aanpant. If they owned the land prior to 1937 when the ori- 
ginal act was passed, they were entitled to retain two units. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is two units of class 1 land ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Two units, and not to exceed a total of 160 acres. 

Mr. Asprnaty. If the bill is passed, is there any likelihood that 
some of these people will be filing claims with the Department in 
order to put them in a better status than what they held under the 
original agreement ? 

Mr. Aanpaunu. I would not think there would be any claims for 
land that they have disposed of. There may be some attempt on their 
part to buy back some lands. 

Mr. Asrrnaty. Getting back to Mr. Chase’s question—and it is one 
I do not understand—he suggests that hundreds of veterans had to 
sell all land exceeding 10 acres in order to qualify. Is there anything 
to that statement ? 

Mr. Domriny. “All the land exceeding 10 acres” is the statement 
that throws me. They may have had to sell down to 2 units if they 
were pre-1937 owners, or down to 1 unit, if they were post-1937 owners, 
but I do not understand the reference to selling down to 10 acres, be- 
cause we have no fulltime units as low as 10 acres. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record ) 

Mr. Sisk. Will the chairman yield for a question there? 

Mr. Asprnau. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. Sisk. It may be, Mr. Secretary, you have answered this before. 
How were units determined? As I recall yesterday in some testimony 
you mentioned something about a determination being made as to an 
equivalent of 59.9 acres of class 1 lands. Was that used as a basis 
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for the determination of a unit? Or what was the formula or criteria 
for determination of setting up these units ? 

Mr. Aanpani. The formula for setting up the units was worked 
out by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Washington State College, 
and the Department of Agriculture. I think again, if you want more 
detailed information of how that was done, I will ask Mr. Dominy 
to reply more in detail. 

Mr. Sisk. I did not want to go into too long a time here, but it is 
of some interest to me as to just what they used as a criterion in deter- 
mination of the original setting up of the units, because we talk con- 
stantly about a unit, and it may be 40 acres or may be 160 acres, as I 
understand your reference to it. W hy were they units of varying 
sizes unless it was determined by the class of the land ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. May I ask Mr. Dominy to give you a quick answer 
on that? 

Mr. Sisx. Fine. 

Mr. Dominy. That is exactly right, Congressman Sisk. We took 
into account the productivity factor of the various classes of land, and 
we related the factors to the class 1 equivalent. Our original standard 
was to establish farms of approximately 60 acres of class 1 equivalent. 
So if it were all class 1, the unit woultt be about 60 acres. If it were 
all class 3, it might be up to 140 acres, 150 acres, or 160 acres, depend- 
ing upon the topography and soil. In other words, each unit as laid 
out was presumed to be of approximately equal productivity. Some 
of the units cost more to irrigate, and some cost more to level. All 
of these factors were to be taken into account, and the units were to be 
as nearly equal in return as possible. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me ask you this: What was the smallest unit orig- 
inally set up under this project and is now operated ? 

Mr. Dominy. The smallest full-time unit was around 40 acres, and 
there were not very many set at that small a size. 

You want to bear in mind, also, that a lot of this was in private 
ownership in small units. Some of this land was subdivided way back 
in the early 1930’s in contemplation of the project when. generally 
speaking, a lot of people in the West thought that 40 acres of good 
irrigable land was sufficient. So when we came along to lay out these 
units, in many cases we would have preferred to combine some of those 
40-acre units and make them larger, but they were already in private 
ownership, and the owner asked it be set up as a full-time unit. and in 
many cases we did permit it to be established on that basis. 

Mr. Sisk. I might say that is a rather interesting formula to at- 
tempt to set up over a wide area of hundreds of thousands of acres of 
ground, trying to make each unit produce the equivalent of every 
other unit in a given area. I think that possibly some detail on it 
might be interesting, but I will not take the time of the committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Following through Mr. Sisk’s statement, do you not 
see, Mr. Secretary, some diffic ulty in trying to arrive at some equities 
where there is a possibility under the proposed act to have not more 
than 320 acres, which, as I understand, would be of any kind of unit ? 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes. 

Mr. Utrman. Will the chairman yield? 
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I have a question that is bothering me. In the carrying out of this 
new legislation, 1 assume that the old units could be broken up. In 
other words, that the farmer, if he had 50 acres, could sell off half of 
it, and that there is no longer any requirement to maintain the old unit 
boundaries. Is that right? 

Mr. Aanpau. I have just been given the information that under 
the Columbia Basin Project Act there is a rather tight formula as far 
as the units are concerned, and that the separate units, while they 
could be sold, they could not be broken up without the « approv} al of the 
Secretary of the Interior, and, perhaps, the Irrigation Board in the 
district. 

Mr. Uttman. Will this legislation change that? 

Mr. AaNnpAut. No, it does not affect the unit system which is estab- 
lished on the Columbia Basin project. 

Mr. Utiman. It does not change it, and if they put these units to- 
gether, more units, they cannot break them up to get at the 160-acre 
acreage if their units do not happen to fit into that pattern. In other 
words, without the approval of the Secretary of the Interior they have 
got to keep these units intact? 

Mr. Aanpant, Yes. In saying “yes,” I am giving you a very off- 
hand answer, because you are asking a question 'T have not personally 
checked in detail. But the information I have been given by Mr. 
Dominy prompts me to say “yes” to the question you “have put. 

Mr. Utitman. If the chairman will yield just one more moment. 

If the tracts that you are going to draw up—lI presume there are 
some tracts in the process of being drawn up; is that right? 

Mr. Aanpantu. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. This legislation would probably influence you that all 
future tracts would be 160 acres; is that right? 

Mr. Aanpanv. I would not think so. I think we would probably 
attempt to develop units on the same pattern as followed in the past, 
approximately. We indicated in previous testimony and in the state- 
ment that I read that over the years the Bureau has gradually slightly 
increased the average size of the unit, recognizing some change in eco- 
nomic conditions. But that general pattern would continue as far as 
future development is concerned. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Of course, any future determination of economic 
units for the project. would be bi ised upon the idea of economic returns 
from that new unit ¢ 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. We would try to keep abreast with 
conditions as they are from time to time. 

Mr. Berry. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Mr. Berry. Regarding this suggests a limitation of 320 acres, I was 
simply wondering, Mr. Chairman, might it not be better under those 
circumstances to pl: wee a limitation on the number of units that 1 indi- 
vidual or 1 family might be able to obtain rather than the number of 
acres? If it is poor land, your limitation would be much more severe 
than it would be where the land is good. 

Mr. Aanpant. Considerable attention has been given to that pro- 
posal. I would say that probably a third, or a fourth of the witnesses 
who appeared at the hearings we held out there suggested a two-unit 
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limitation. The big majority, however, wogentre the 160-acre limita- 
tion, and the joint irrigation boards and the various organizations in 


the region out there have all favored the legislation as it has been 
drafted. 


Mr. Berry. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Secretary, did your findings provide any knowl- 
edge of violations of the present act by operators out in the Colum- 
bia Basin project? 

Mr. Aanpauu. The hearings that we held, and the study that we 
have made in connection with this legislation did not get into the ques- 
tion of violations. In fact, when I held the hearings I made it my 
purpose to see that that did not become a subject of discussion, As 
you know, there have been violations, and the Department of the Inte- 
rior and the Department of Justice have been cooperating in making 
investigations and, as you know, there have been some court cases out 
there in connection with violations. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Mr. Aanpaut. That did not become a part of the study in connec- 
tion with this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Some of those violations that are in litigation have 
not been fully decided yet? 

Mr. Aanpaunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnaty. One other question, and then we will get to the other 
witnesses. It has to do with my question of yesterday as to creation 
of these trust agreements, whereby minors or children not yet born 
are entitled to holdings. I am not going to ask anything more than 
just this question: Do you know whether or not there are instances 
of such attempted ownership in the Columbia Basin project at the 
present time ? 

(Mr. Aandahl conferring.) 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Secretary, if you do not have the answer at this 
time, you can furnish it. 

Mr. Aanpauu. The reason I am in a huddle here, Mr. Chairman, 
is because I am not sure just what the status is. There are some trust 
agreements that are in existence, and the Bureau of Reclamation is 
delivering water on the basis of some of those trust agreements. But 
I do not have very clear in my own mind the basis on which they are 
analyzed, and being handled. There are some of them that are in 
question, and some of them we feel are probably satisfactory. But I 
am not sure how to answer the question, and the folks from the Solici- 
tor’s are hesitant about giving an answer at the moment, just be- 
cause the opinion is in a state of flux. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Will you try to have that answer for us as soon 
as possible ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. We will try to prepare a statement that will outline 
the situation as we understand it. 

(Material referred to is as follows :) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C. March 29, 1957. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ASPINALL: During the March 19 hearing on H. R. 4802 and H. R. 
4919, to amend certain provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, at page 
94 of the transcript, you asked the following question : 

“One other question, and then we will get to the other witnesses. It has to do 
with my question of yesterday as to creation of these trust agreements, whereby 
minors or children not yet born are owners. I am not going to ask anything 
more than just this question: Do you know whether there are instances of such 
attempted ownership in the Columbia Basin project at the present time?” 

I agreed to furnish a further response to your question for the record. 

The answer to your question is “Yes.” There are a number of instances where 
landowners holding more than one farm unit on the project have undertaken to 
place farm units in trust for minor children and minor grandchildren. In at 
least one instance coming to attention a unit has been trusted for an unborn 
child. Pending opportunity to determine whether a bona fide trust arrangement 
has been established, water is being delivered to such trusted units as annear on 
the face of the trust instruments to be such. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
A saiatant Secretaru of the Interiar. 


COMMIVTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., April 9. 1957. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 


Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. AANDAHL: With respect to this committee’s consideration of legis- 
lation to amend the Columbia Basin Project Act, I would like to pursue a little 
further the matter of placing farm units in trust for minor children or children 
not yet born. 

As I understand your reply of March 29 to the question I raised during the 
hearings, there are instances where landowners holding more than one unit in 
the project have undertaken to place such units in trust for minor children 
and minor grandchildren. The matter that I would like to have clarified is your 
further statement that “Pending opportunity to determine whether a bona fide 
trust arrangement has been established, water is being delivered to such trusted 
units as appear on the face of the trust instruments to be such.” When does the 
opportunity arise for determining whether a bona fide trust arrangement has 
been established? What is the present position of the Solicitor of the Department 
with respect to delivering water to such units? 

As this legislation is presently pending before the Irrigation and Reclamation 
Subcommittee, I would appreciate an early further reply on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wayne N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1957. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Mr. ASPINALL: In connection with your subcommittee’s consideration of 


legislation to amend the Columbia Basin Project Act, your letter of April 9 reads 
in part: 
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“* * * The matter that I would like to have clarified is your further state- 
ment that ‘Pending opportunity to determine whether a bona fide trust arrange- 
ment has been established, water is being delivered to such trusted units as 
appear on the face of the trust instruments to be such.’ When does the oppor- 
tunity arise for determining whether a bona fide trust arrangement has been 
established? What is the present position of the Solicitor of the Department 
with respect to delivering water to such units?” 

-The statement quoted from my letter of March 29 was intended to indicate that 
formal written documents purporting to place farm units in trust for minor 
children present complicated legal and fact situations that may or may not, 
on detailed examination, qualify the trust unit to receive water from the project. 
Generally, such documents purport to make conveyance to a trustee who shall 
own, control, and manage the trust estate for the benefit of the named minor 
child, the benefits to accrue if and when the minor child reaches 18 years of age. 
The question for consideration and determination is whether the arrangement 
is really an established trust or only a paper transaction contrived to misrepre- 
sent the true ownership and control of the farm unit as a basis for receiving 
project water for more than one farm unit. 

The cases vary in point of time and circumstances when there is presented an 
opportunity to determine whether a bona fide trust-has been established. In 
some instances, the owner desiring to establish a trust discusses the form of trust 
with the project officials. At that time it can be determined whether the trust, 
if properly administered thereafter, will meet the requirements. Where no 
prior determination is made, a trustee applying for water for a unit will disclose 
the existence of the trust and the project will require a review of its terms. Even 
with a prima facie bona fide trust in existence, project officials recognize a 
continuing responsibility to determine from year to year, insofar as it is possible 
to do so, Whether a trust continues to meet the requirements of a genuine trust. 

Our Solicitor’s Office takes the position that water should not be refused such 
trusted units until an adequate showing can be made that the trust arrangement 
in a given situation is a device to misrepresent true ownership. In many respects, 
the legal and administrative problems associated with the trust arrangement are 
complex. We fully recognize that they, therefore, require careful and continued 
attention. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDABL, Assistant Secretary. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
HowskE Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1957. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. AANDAHL: I appreciate very much the information furnished in your 
letter of April 24 relating to the matter of trust arrangements in the Columbia 
Basin project. However, it is still not clear to me what the Department considers 
a bona fide or genuine trust. Would you be kind enough to furnish me the answer 
to this one question : 

If this legislation amending the Columbia Basin Project Act is enacted, does 
the Solicitor of the Department interpret the language therein as permitting, 
under a trust arrangement, the ownership of 320 acres for a man and wife and 
an additional 160 acres for each minor child? 

As this legislation is presently pending before this committee, I would appre- 
ciate an early reply. 

Sincerely yours, 
WAYNE N,. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee. 


Mr. Asprnaty. One other question: Is this situation peculiar to this 
project alone? 

Mr. Dominy. Only to this extent, Mr. Chairman: That under the 
Columbia Basin Project Act, as we have pointed out, the ownership 
limitation is defined on a family basis, rather than on an individual. 
So the question of appropriateness of trusts becomes of a little differ- 
ent character than under the ordinary circumstances. 
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Mr. THomson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes. 

Mr. Txomson. I notice in the report that you have somewhat of a 
drainage problem in this area. Under the proposal, as I understand 
it, this would permit the operation of two units that might be separated 
by several miles by the same farm operator. In the experience of the 
Bureau, has that had a tendency to compound drainage problems due 
to the fact they cannot handle the water as well on the area away from 
their home farm? 

Mr. AanpaHt, I do not think that this legislation would change our 
operating problems, because currently there are a number of operators 
who are handling more than one unit, and they may be adjoining, or 
they may be some distance apart. 

Mr. THomson. Do you know if that has had the effect of not moving 
the water off so that it would compound drainage problems? 

Mr. Domrny. I think, Congressman Thomson, that you have a 
point—that whenever a man is operating land other than right where 
his residence is, there is some question as to whether he will operate 
it as efficiently and be as careful about watching his water that it 
does not get away, and waste some of it, and that sort of thing. I doubt 
if that is a major item in increased drainage under modern irrigation 
projects where you can get around so readily. 

Mr. TxHomson. The reason I asked: In connection with some sup- 
plemental units, some of the farmers had questioned me on other proj- 
ects as to whether or not that might have a bad effect. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Missouri has a question. 

Mr. CuristopHEer. Were you able, Mr. Secretary, to find an answer 
to the question I asked yesterday about the two large operators in the 
Columbia Basin, the number of units each of those operated, and the 
approximate acreage ? 

Mr. Aanpany. We have that information, and Mr. Dominy will 
give it to you. 

Mr. Dominy. We understood your question to be, Mr. Christopher, 
the number of operators operating more than seven units. 

Mr. CurtistopHer. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. We find there are 5 actually that have more than 
7. The largest of those operated 15 units for a total of 1,027 irrigable 
acres. The next largest operated 13 units, or 1,031 irrigable acres. 
Then there was a 10-unit operator with 682 irrigable acres, and an 8- 
unit operator at 531 irrigable acres, and an 8-unit operator at 572 irri- 
gable acres. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The statement will be placed in the record for yes- 
terday immediately following the question. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation, Mr. Secretary. 

The Chair has some requests to place letters in the record in support 
of the legislation. 

A letter from the National Grange, under date of March 19, 1957, 
signed by Roy Battles, assistant to the master; and also a statement 
under date of March 18, 1957, signed by Art Garton, assistant director, 
Department of Conservation and Development of the State of Wash- 
ington, and executive secretary of the Columbia Basin Commission, the 
State of Washington. 

Unless there is an objection, these letters will be made a part of the 
record at the end of the formal] testimony. 
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Then there are two statements in opposition, one by Mr. Frank T. 
Bell, under date of January 18, 1957; and one from A. R. Chase, under 
date of March 13,1957. 

Unless there is an objection, they will be made a part of the record 
following the two letters just submitted. 

Hearing no objection, they will be admitted. 

The next witnesses to make their appearance this morning—the 
Chair is anxious that we get through the next six witnesses. The next 
three witnesses will be Mr. Don Damon, president, board of directors, 
East Columbia Basin Irrigation District; Mr. Robert E. Billingsley, 
president, Joint Boards of Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts; Mr. 
William L. McAnlis, secretary-manager, East Columbia Basin Irri- 
gation District. 

Unless there is objection, the statements from these 3 witnesses will 
be received one after the other, and no questioning of either of the wit- 
nesses will be had until all 3 are finished. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Will you gentlemen take your place before the witness table, and 
we will hear your statements. 

The Chair is glad to welcome you gentlemen to the committee. The 
Chair has had the pleasure to be in your wonderful part of the United 


States. He thinks you have a very outstanding new area, the frontier 
of the Nation as it was. 


Mr. Damon. 


STATEMENT OF DON DAMON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS, EAST COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Damon. I am Don Damon, chairman of the board of directors 
of the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District, and I am also a mem- 
ber of the State of Washington Columbia Basin Commission and a 
farm operator. 

have a short statement to make in support of legislation before 
you to amend the Columbia Basin Project Act. This bill permits 
the settler to own more land. The members of our board of directors 
are elected by the landowners and settlers on the project. It is our 
duty to levy the assessments and collect the water charges. We in 
turn make payments to the Federal Government toward retiring the 
roject costs. This close contact with farm operators gives us first- 
Hand knowledge of their degree of success or failure. We know that 
many. settlers having farm units of less than 50 acres in size have 
appealed to our board to assist them in getting larger farms. We 
know that in many cases 1 and sometimes 2 members of a farm family 
have to seek off-farm employment in order to make a suitable living. 
Our board of directors is fearful that we will eventually have to take 
over ownership of these small tracts for nonpayment of water charges. 

The State of Washington has a Columbia Basin Commission; the 
members of this organization are appointed by the Governor of the 
State. They are charged with the responsibility of studying and 
making recommendations on all matters pertaining to irrigation and 
reclamation development for the entire State. 

This Columbia Basin Commission made a study of the farm unit 
size on the Columbia Basin project. It is the unanimous opinion of 
the overall State body that the farm units are too small. I am author- 
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ized by this body to ask you men of our national Congress to pass 
legislation that will permit farmers on the Columbia Basin project 
to own larger farms. It is our finding that the people on the Columbia 
Basin project should enjoy, and be benefited by the same ownership 
pattern that prevails on all other federally constructed reclamation 
projects in the State of Washington and the rest of the Nation. Some 
of the reasons and facts we considered are as follows: 

Due to our small population in the west, the market for what is 
generally known as row crops, or high-income crops, is limited. The 
production of sugar beets, wheat, and some other medium-income crops 
are restricted by national legislation. As a larger proportion of the 
project lands are developed, some farmers must shift by necessity to 
lower income crops as hay and forage crops and the production of 
livestock on irrigated pastures. Our average gross return per acre 
of $127 for the 1956 crop year will be drastically reduced in follow- 
ing years as a larger percentage of new lands are shifted to the lower 
income crops. 

Long-range hay and pasture rotation is very beneficial to the soil; 
it builds up fertility for future years; it cuts down on the amount 
of commercial fertilizer that is often used. To mature into self- 
supporting farms, this type of operation requires larger acreages than 
now permitted under a very restrictive Federal law. 

It was the intent of Congress in framing the Columbia Basin 
Project Act to establish farms that would make an adequate, although 
minimum, living for a farm family. Nationwide inflation the last 
10 years has doubled the costs of farm production, while at the same 
time the average prices received for farm products has declined. An 
inerease in the number of acres in a farm would spread these high 
costs of labor, supplies, machinery, and buildings to a atte advantage. 
In the original planning of the project in 1939 no thought was given 
to Federal income taxes as being a probability for a settler. The basic 
exemption of $1,100 per individual was above their bracket. Now 
this Federal income tax is 20 percent on the first dollar above $600 
basic exemption. The project settlers are entitled to an economic 
opportunity to save some money toward retirement income. This is 
not possible under the present law. 

The members of our State legislature have just passed legislation 
entitled senate bill No. 329 that removes acreage restrictions peculiar 
to Columbia Basin project lands if our national Congress concurs. 
Also, the United States Senate has passed a similar bill. 

It is our hope that you men will act favorably on this legislation 
in time to be of some benefit to the settlers on the project this spring. 

That concludes my statement, gentlemen. I have some other state- 
ments that I wish to enter. 


Mr. AspinatL. We will permit the other two statements first. Mr. 
Billingsley. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. BILLINGSLEY, PRESIDENT, JOINT 
BOARDS OF COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Buurnestey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

My name is Robert E. Billingsley. I ama member of the Columbia 
Basin Commission and president of the joint boards of the Columbia 
Basin Irrigation Districts. 
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We of the Columbia Basin have been concerned about the size of 
our farms for a number of years. Even before the first water was 
turned on basin lands, the small unit experimental formula had heen 
discarded on other western projects. 

At this time, as near as I can determine, out of over 70 reclamation 
projects in the 17 Western States we are the only one where an adult 
individual cannot own up to 160 acres, and there are 2 projects at least 
with limits of over 400 acres. 

It is a matter of plain economics. The average yearly net income 
er farm unit in the past 5 years in the Columbia Basin is less than 
2,400. This is what the family must live on, develop their unit, pay 

for equipment, and make land payments. In order to make a living 
and pay anything on development and improvements, farmers have 
been forced to rent one or two or more additional units. 

This wholesale leasing does not encourage good conservation farm- 
ing practices and will result in permanent destruction of our lands. 
On the other hand, if a farmer can own a reasonable amount of land, 
he will build up the fertility through rotation farming, making a bet- 
ter farm for himself and future generations. 

This project was planned at a time when farming practices and 
farm equipment were much different than now. But even since the 
water was first delivered to this land from Grand Coulee Dam equip- 
ment prices have continued to soar. Along with farming I operate 
a small implement business in the Columbia Basin. Here are some 


actual sales taken from my records of 1951 and compared to sales of 
1956: 





1951 1956 Increase 

Percent 

Ee CETTE CIE io nin na cite enncecnsscnsuscoosennce $8, 247. 86 $11, 467. 72 ‘ 
Model M, wheel tractor ____._-._--- 2, 412. 02 3, 595. 76 49 
Model H, wheel tractor__.........-- 2, 064. 92 2, 981. 24 44 
Model C, wheel tractor__............___-_-- 1, 606. 80 2, 079. 59 29 
Side delivery hay rake_..........__-_- 317. 98 415. 42 31 
A nn onl tet tee tate emnccdiei cigar wiia cane: Nii biiseaa einai ecmae ane 171. 91 276. 28 61 
eg i 306 0) i ela. cise deems 4, 853. 94 6, 059. 05 25 
ti le cits tial ininsis tog sinlineiiinaamianie 1, 879. 80 2, 536. 20 35 





Gasoline, tires, mechanical services and almost everything a farmer 
must buy have increased proportionately, making impossible a situa- 
tion which at the start was a difficult one. 

I am firmly convinced that absentee ownership is our greatest 
menace. At present at least 50 percent by units and over 65 percent 
by acreage is lease operated. I would like to compare this to the 
north unit of the Owyhee project where 93 percent of the land is 
owner operated. The reason is obvious. The Columbia Basin 
farmer is forced to lease because the law prohibits his owning enough 
land to survive. 

I urge the committee’s approval of the proposed legislation now 
before you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. McAnlis, we will now have your statement. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. McANLIS, SECRETARY-MANAGER, EAST 
COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. McAnuis. My name is William L. McAnlis. I am the secre- 
tary-manager of the East Columbia Basin Irrigation District and have 
lived in and worked with the Columbia Basin project since the first 
days of its irrigation development in 1945. 

In urging your favorable action on H. R. 4802, I respectfully submit 
the following statement covering several points not previously dis- 
cussed by either the witnesses or in the fine report of the Department 
of the Interior. 

You may wonder why we should not stick to the higher income 
cash crops and thus possibly make a living under the present farm 
unit setup for several reasons besides good soil conservation practices. 
First, because the so-called high crops like potatoes and onions are 
extremely risky enterprises. If you hit a good market, you make a 
lot of money—if you don’t, you can lose almost as much. 

Secondly, other usual cash crops are either surplus and under allot- 
ment, or the canning, freezing, and other processing plants are non- 
existent. Nor are such plants likely under the present agricultural 
picture and tight money market. 

Thirdly, and more important, the Pacific Northwest is an importer 
of livestock products, particularly meats and it is only good sense to 
produce for this market right at home. 

Next, I want to call your attention to some interesting figures which 
appear in the United States Bureau of Reclamation crop census re- 
port for the 1956 season just past. On the reverse of the page entitled 
“Status of Water Users,” we find that of a project total of 2,784 farm 
units getting water, only 885 were operated by their owners as single 
unit operations—1,899 were either tenant farmed or in multiple-unit 
operations. The total population figure of 6,840 on the 3,977 farms 
taking water in 1956, many of which were in their fifth year of devel- 
opment, gives another revealing picture of the settlement and devel- 
opment rate under our present single-unit ownership limitation, _ 

As of September 15, 1956, there were 1,087 farm units in our district 
which were receiving irrigation water. Of these, only 300 were be- 
ing operated by the owner as a single farm unit enterprise; 154 were 
operated as single-unit enterprises by tenants and all the rest were be- 
ing farmed as operators of 2 or more farm units; 635 of those 1,087 
farms were operated under lease. These figures substantiate the con- 
clusions summarized on page 2 and 3 of the Department’s report. 

Last summer we asked our farmers how many acres they would like 
tofarm. The great majority answered, “160 acres”; the average of all 
answers received was 17314 acres. The question now comes up, if the 
acreage wanted per family is about 160 acres, why should we raise the 
limit to allow up to 320 acres per family? First of all, because we 
are talking about limits, whereas averages on the other hand usually 
fall about half way between highest and lowest figures . 

Secondly, the farm units on our project and in our district run 
from as low as 23 acres to about 130 acres. To impose an acreage limit 
of, say, 160 acres per family would extend no help to the man with the 
larger farm of poor land and to retain a strict farm limit of, say, 2 
units per family would obviously discriminate against the farmers 
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who need help the most, those on the smaller than average farms in the 
northern part of our district. 

For these reasons we earnestly solicit your support of Congressman 
Magnuson’s bill which would, while retaining the present farm unit 
concept, permit a family to own and receive water for not more than 
320 acres of land. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you. 

Without objection, the statement of Mr. Henry P. Weber, who was 
unable to be here, will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HENRY P. WEBER 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my name is Henry P. Weber. 
I am from Quincy, Wash., which is located in the Quincy Irrigation District and 
was the first block to receive water in the Columbia Basin. 

I am a veteran of World War II after having spent considerable time in the 
European, African, and Middle Bast theaters at the request of Uncle Sam. I 
was born in the State of Washington and have spent the majority of my life in 
the area known as the Columbia Basin. My father was one of the very early 
homesteaders in the Quincy area, arriving in the spring of 1902. 

I have a brother, Jake Weber, who was quite active in Columbia Basin affairs. 
He has been president of the Quincy Irrigation District, chairman of the 3 joint 
irrigation boards for over 15 years, and committee member of the Washington 
State Columbia Basin Commission. I have been acquainted with his activities 
in these matters and it has afforded me an excellent opportunity to keep well 
informed on the plans, prospects, and hopes of the Columbia Basin land settlers. 

After receiving my discharge from the Army October 31, 1945, I returned to 
Quincy, Wash., and helped my older brother farm on his dryland wheat farm. 
In 1953, the year before water became available to the Quincy area, I purchased 
farm unit 114, block 74, consisting of 83 acres of class I land. I have farmed on 
this one unit since then and this has been my sole livelihood outside of the one 
fact that my wife has worked for a period of 2 years in town to supplement our 
income. My main assets then, as now, were my wife and two small daughters, 
plus a lot of enthusiasm and optimism for the future. I secured an FHA loan 
and from this money I built the home and used the balance for development of 
my farm unit and installation of a sprinkler system. In addition, I also borrowed 
money in order to finance my farm machinery and equipment. In the fall of 
1954 three of my neighbors and myself organized a water association. We applied 
for and received a loan from FHA to finance the drilling of a well and installa- 
tion of a domestic water system. This system has adequately supplied domestic 
water for the needs of four farm families. 

My first year under irrigation was not too successful for several reasons: 
(1) I was not acquainted with irrigation-type farming; (2) it was new soil and 
I had a lot of trouble with my ditches and learning how to use my water 
properly ; but during the subsequent years I have learned a lot more and I 
believe that now I am operating my farm unit in the most economical manner 
than anyone could. I was fortunate during this time to have been able to borrow 
and exchange machinery with my brothers. But, as is often the case, it turned 
out that they wanted to use the same equipment that I did at the same time. 
One of the main things that all farmers in the Columbia Basin are concerned 
with is to build up the soil and increase its fertility. The only satisfactory way 
that this can be accomplished is by crop rotation, the growing of grasses and 
legumes in conjunction with other soil-building crops. The trouble, however, 
with diversifying in the Columbia Basin is this—no one person owns enough 
land so that he can properly diversify his crops and make enough money net to 
live on. If a person was allowed to own more land in the Columbia Basin I am 
certain that the farmers would immediately begin to diversify their crops. At 
the same time they would maintain a high enough net income so that they could 
maintain a standard of living equal to their city brethen. By standard of liv- 
ing, I do not mean making twenty, thirty or forty thousand dollars a year. I 
just mean enough money so that I can support my family in the manner that all 
people in our country desire and to give an adequate education to my children 
when they become of college age. 
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At the present time, because of my limited amount of acreage, I am haying to 
do just exactly what I do not want to do. That is use an excessive amount of 
high-priced commercial fertilizer on my land in order to produce a high yield 
of cash crops such as potatoes, beans, wheat, peas, and crops like this in order 
to net an income that I can live on. As I am a new farmer and do not have a 
beet history, I am one of the many people that cannot get an allotment of beet 
acreage in the Columbia Basin. 

I am sure that all the farmers in the Columbia Basin want to make their own 
way and solve their problems, and I am certain, gentlemen, that if the farmers in 
the Columbia Basin are allowed an economical family-size farm in the Columbia 
Basin that it will be the greatest step forward for the farmers that can possibly 
be taken. It will also greatly reduce absentee ownership. In the next 2 years, 
providing this land limitation is revised upward, the farmers that desire to 
farm in the Columbia Basin will purchase many of these absentee landowners’ 
farms in order that they may have an economical family-size farm. I feel 
that these absentee landowners will sell their land to the farmers in the Columbia 
Basin, as they are going to get a reduced amount of rental in the next few years 
due to the fact that the people that are now leasing such lands are taking all the 
fertility out of the soil. 

Also there are thousands of acres of land in the basin of less productivity 
than that which I am farming, which of necessity must go into a livestock enter- 
prise and this type of operation requires at the very minimum, 320 acres. 

Last year I leased an additional unit of 41 acres which is owned by my sister 
and brother-in-law. They assumed the major part of the operation cost in turn 
for my helping to develop their farm unit. I found that I did not have to pur- 
chase any additional farm equipment to farm this additional land and also I 
came to the obvious conclusion that my operation was much more economical be- 
cause ny overhead did not go up in proportion with the added acreage that I was 
farming. 

My nearest neighbors, single-unit operators, two of whom are veterans, have 
often expressed in my presence very positive dissatisfaction with the existing 
land limitation set up in the Columbia Basin project. They are also most de- 
sirous of a change and they feel positively that any farm family that has the 
financing and the ability should be allowed to own and farm a maximum of 160 
acres per adult individual. 

It must be remembered that one of the ways that a farmer has of building 
up an estate is not necessarily to end up with a great amount of cash at the end 
of each farm year, but is to develop land and by the increased valuation of this 
developed land be able to leave an estate to his children and his wife. 

I also am one of the trustees of the Columba Basin Farmers’ Association, Inc., 
which has a membership of well over 300 farmers in the Columbia Basin project 
and at many of the meetings that we have had I have become convinced that a 
minimum of 95 percent of the farmers in the Columbia Basin stand for the up- 
ward revision of land limitations in the Columbia Basin project to a maximum of 
160 acres per adult individual. This was certainly proven by the testimony given 
at the Department of Interior hearings held in January in the Columbia Basin. 

In closing, gentlemen, I would like to state that I do not believe that anyone 
visualized the Columbia Basin project in the beginning as a place that was to be 
owned by absentee landlords or that it was to be a place where young farmers 
and veterans could not make an adequate living. I know from talking to my 
brother, Jake Weber, that this project was supposed to be designed as family- 
sized farms, and definitely a lot of things have changed in the farm picture in 
the last 20 years. I therefore sincerely hope that you gentlemen will see fit to 
introduce and pass in this session of Congress a bill that will let all of us farmers 
in the Columbia Basin who so desire own and operate a maximum of 160 acres 
per adult individual. 


Mr. Asprnatu. Now, Mr. Damon, you had a request. 

Mr. Damon. I have a statement from the South Columbia Basin 
Irrigation District, from the chairman, Loen L. Bailie, and also one 
from Mr. Eidemiller, who is their secretary-manager. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do you have the statements with you? 

Mr. Damon. I have the statements with me, 35 copies, and I would 
like to have them entered into the record as part of the testimony. 
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Mr. Asprnatx. Unless there is objection, the statements by Mr. Loen 
L. Bailie and Mr. Harold J. Eidemiller will be placed in the record at 
this place in the hearing. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF LOEN L. BAILLIE, PRESIDENT, BOARD or DrrecToRS, SOUTH COLUMBIA 
BASIN IRRIGATION District, Unit 59, BLock 11 


It has become apparent to a large majority of Columbia Basin farmers, busi- 
nessmen and economists that the size of landownership authorized by the Colum- 
bia Basin contract between the irrigation districts and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, is far too small for an economical operation. 

This is evidenced by actual operating statements by many farmers, by refusals 
of lending agencies to make loans on such small operations and in fact by the 
Bureau itself in repeatedly revising upward the size of the units and offering a 
substantial raise in acreage ownership by revising the recordable contract. 

These facts can leave no doubt in anyone’s mind that the present ownership 
law is not right or equitable. It is not right because those who must make their 
entire living and pay for their homes entirely from the small ownership cannot 
do so and still maintain a decent American standard of living to which they are 
entitled. 

It is not equitable because the Columbia Basin farmers are being discriminated 
against and are not given the American privilege and incentive to expand their 
efforts and talent toward a goal of education, freedom, peace, and happiness so 
abundantly afforded in our Nation and so much more desirable than a subsistence 
existence. 

The present limitation is based upon the outmoded farming methods of the 
walking-plow and horse-team days, when, if a man had $300 for a good, strong 
team of horses and $2 for a marriage license for a good, strong wife, he was 
well equipped to start farming. Present methods of farming call for mechan- 
ization and use of power equipment that cannot be supported on small acreages, 
neither will present limits permit farmers to own sufficient crop acreage to give 
him full employment and an income sufficient to maintain the standard of living 
generally provided in other irrigated areas. 

After a long and careful study as a farmer and from my association with 
farmers and other groups, as a director of the South Columbia Basin Irrigation 
District and a member of the State Columbia Basin commission, I have come to 
the conclusion that the basic Reclamation Act of 1902, which is the minimum 
ownership authority of all Government projects, and many projects have maxi- 
mums above 160 acres, is the most logical, feasible, and equitable law for the 
Columbia Basin except as further stated. 

The only restriction to this law should be that the unit as now established be 
retained and the ownership of more than 1 unit conform to the limitation of 
160 acres in 1 ownership. 

This will give a man and wife the privilege of each owning a unit and only 
in rare cases will it allow a man and wife to own up to the limit of 320 acres 
per family. I do not advocate ownership for minor children of a family. 

This makes a flexible upward or downward revision of ownership as it may 
suit the individuals and will be easily administered by the Bureau and the 
districts. 

If a person wants one unit that is his privilege. If a person wants 2 units 
and the total acreage of the 2 units is 160 acres or less, that person may 
expand to that size operation; the wife may or may not utilize her like privilege 
as the family may choose. An inheritance in case of death of either man or 
wife should remain in his or her possession. 

I believe the new, to be formed, unit sizes should be maintained around 75 
to 100 acres of better soils and from 100 to 160 acres of lower class soils, giving 
each type of agriculture an equitable variance of working latitude. 

I believe once these units are finally established after a reasonable time for 
testing and change, they should remain so, thereby eliminating perpetual Govern- 
ment supervision and thus avoid changing established economic factors. 

I do not believe in large corporate farming nor large leaseholds on Government 
established projects. 
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STATEMENT OF Harotp J. EIDEMILLER, SECRETARY, SOUTH COLUMBIA BASIN 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


I have lived on and had first-hand experience with Federal irrigation projects 
since 1907 beginning with the Boise project in Idaho where I still own part of 
the original homestead. Living near the western boundary of the Boise project I 
am also fully acquainted with the farming pattern on the Owyhee project in 
Idaho and Oregon dating back to the shoestring irrigation along Succor Creek 
and including the inception and subsequent hardships of the Gem Irrigation 
District, now a part of the present Owyhee project. On January 1, 1947, I as- 
sumed the duties of secretary of the north unit of the Deschutes project in 
Oregon, which position I held until coming to the present position of secretary 
of the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District. With this background I feel 
that I can speak with authority on the subject of this hearing. 

First let me say that on these older projects, without exception, the land 
limitation provisions set out in the Reclamation Act of 1902 are a part of the 
separate contracts with the United States and certainly Columbia Basin lands 
have no better capability of producing an adequate income. Further, Columbia 
Basin farmers must compete for the same markets as farmers on these older 
projects and as far as possible should have equal rights and privileges, certainly 
they should not be discriminated against. 

The point has been raised that should we be made subject to the rights of the 
1902 act that the result would be an undesirable increase in so-called corporation 
farming. My experience with these older projects does not bear this out since 
after as long as 50 years this has not become a problem there; indeed, there is 
greater danger of corporation farming where there is a great disproportion of 
absentee landowners and there is also a lack of providing permanent, taxable im- 
provements on leased lands. 

The last 10 years has witnessed a tremendous change in the farming picture. 

In years past my brother and I farmed 80 acres on the Boise project using 
horses and this proved a full-time occupation for both and furnished us with 
a more or less satisfactory income. Today, the place is leased and the lessee 
in addition rents an additional 120 acres and hires 1 year-around man and comes 
out about income tax time with about the same net income. Whereas, we did 
our farming with about $5,000 worth of equipment he must have nearer $25,000 
invested. We built a good 3-bedroom house on the place in 1925 at a cost of 
$3,500 which today could not be built for less than $12,000. This lessee started 
out with a productive farm fully equipped as to adequate buildings, well and 
water system, fenced and with 30 acres of producing orchard, yet we on the 
Columbia Basin project are expected to make an investment of from twenty- 
five to thirty-five thousand dollars and repay the investment on 60 to 70 acres 
of comparable land. It just cannot be done. 

I would further point out the inequity of putting a very low ceiling on an in- 
dividual’s ability to rise above the average, we by the law, limit of ownership, 
tell him that you who enter here can go this far and no further. 

These settlers being young people can be expected to have a family and yet 
we have closed the door to any prospect of their making any provision for a 
start for their children. With the hardships they are now encountering they 
will be only too eager to try for a better start for their children; let’s give them 
the privilege. 

With the retention of the present unit system together with the 160-acre limit 
per person it will take extraordinary ingenuity for any husband and wife to 
attain an ownership of 320 acres of similar land and with any degree of con- 
tiguity. I think that 160 acres will come nearer the figure. 

Anything less than 160 acres per adult person would be only a piecemeal ap- 
proach to a solution and would need to be amended again at some future date. 
Why not make at once a return to the limitation that has stood the test of 55 
years? Let’s make Columbia Basin farmers first-class farmers and not part- 
time ones. 


Mr. Asprnati. The Chair has one question, and before he asks that 
question, he wishes to compliment you gentlemen for the statements 
which you have made. They are succinct, to the point, and show the 


feeling of the people on the project, and they have been prepared in 
accordance with our rules of procedure. 
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I have this one question, Mr. Damon, and that is this: Do you 
understand that the Department of the Interior does not have at the 
present time the authority to enlarge these units if the people of the 
area would follow through with the procedure which the Department 
follows in such cases? 

Mr. Damon. Mr. Chairman, they have some authority to revise the 
size of farm units, but it is not adequate to cover the situation. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Do they not have the general authority to establish 
an economic unit of farm operation, and if the unit has once been es- 
tablished, and it is proved uneconomic in its operation, they may en- 
large that to the place where it becomes an economic type of farm 
unit ? 

Mr. Damon. That is true up to the limit of 160 acres. But there 
are some other objections to that method of procedure. 

In the first place, the farm unit boundaries that have been estab- 
lished and laid out have been based on the topography of the land, 
and in order to change them, and change the survey line is a very 
costly procedure. 

The first thing the farmer does is go to the Bureau and ask for a 
subdivision maybe of two farm units. They pass on all costs of plat 
revision, relocation of lateral outlets, and all of that stuff has to be 
| passed on to the farmer. It would cost far more money than this 
method of proceeding. 

Mr. Asprnati. How will this method differ from going through 
the procedure now permitted ? 

i Mr. Damon. The units will be described in legal language, and all 
} ownership transfers are described as farm unit so-and-so, block so- 
and-so, irrigation project so-and-so. 

I Mr. Asprnaty. That is only the new units, now ? 

; Mr. Damon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. And the Department, through the Burean of Recla- 
mation, has that authority at the present time to establish even larger 
acreages in order to insure an economic unit. Those are not the ones 
that somehow or other are bothering me. The ones that are bothering 
me are those units which are already owned and being operated either 
by the owner-operator, or by lease. That is what bothers me, to see 
that those become economic tracts of land. 

Mr. Damon. You are correct there. Our biggest problem is, a third 
of the project or more is already platted, and the first units that were 
platted, many of them were below 40 acres in size. We have in our 
east district some 400 units that are less than 50 acres in size. These 
people are in distress, and the only way you can change that is to 
allow them to own multiple units. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The chair recognizes the gentleman from Missouri, 
Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curtstoruer. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from South Dakota, Mr. Berry. 

Mr. Berry. I just want to go one step further. If this law is passed, 
then the owners can go out and buy enough of these now-owned units 
so they could provide themselves a workable unit ? 

Mr. Damon. That is true. 

Mr. Berry. That would be the difference ? 

Mr. Damon. That would be the case. 
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Mr. Berry. But the Bureau at the present time is not able, without 
a great deal of difficulty, to accomplish that purpose ! 

Mr. Damon. I do not think they are able to under the present law, 
because you have people and personalities involved. Different people 
own land side by side, and who is going to say whose unit they are 
going to subdivide? If you let the law of economics take over, where 
people buy and sell and exchange property as they do in the ordinary 
course of business it will, in a few years, evolve itself around to an 
economic pattern of ownership. 

Mr. Berry. Thank you. I also want to commend these men on 
these very excellent statements, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I believe I have only one question. 

At the end of your statement, Mr. Damon, you say: 

It is our hope that you men will act favorably on this legislation in time to be 
of some benefit to the settlers on the project this spring. 

As I understand the changes that would be brought about by the 
proposed legislation, I am a little curious to know how you feel it 
might have any effect whatsoever in the immediate future. 

Mr. Damon. We are having units being settled and developed every 
day, and they are in all different stages of development and different 
stages of ownership. Right now the Bureau is holding up some draw- 
ings on farm units until this question is settled, with the thought in 
mind that they would maybe draw for multiple ownership or maybe 
they would draw for larger ownerships, and maybe they would revise 
their plats. 

Mr. Sisk. Do I understand that the Bureau of Reclamation is 
holding up the plotting of some of these units in anticipation of this 
legislation ? 

Mr. Damon. They have held up one drawing where the veterans 
are going to draw for the units, yes. 

Mr. Sisk. Will you tell me, then, what effect this legislation would 
have—what would be the practical. application of this legislation 
in that case ¢ 

Mr. Damon. It changes the situation all the way down the line. As 
people desire to own more land, they need more land to survive, and if 
a man has got one small unit, and is not able to get finances for it— 
maybe the bank says, “Well, that unit has not got any repayment abil- 
ity. You cannot pay back a loan.” If he does get another piece of 
land, the bank will probably look favorably on the loan to him. 

Mr. Sisk. I hope you understand my position, Mr. Damon, because 
I do not wish this to indicate an opposition to the legislation. I think 
there has been a pretty good case made for this legislation here. But 
I was a little bit concerned as to what might be pending, what type of 
developments now in operation, or what could possibly be done that 
would in anywise affect the people and the settlers in the area this 
spring or this year at all. 

The question I had in mind was: Is there immediate turnover of 
land? Iam speaking now of ownership. Is there immediate turnover 
anticipated in case this legislation goes through? Are there deals be- 
ing held up right now? Because that to me might place a little dif- 
ferent aspect on this thing. 
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Mr. Damon. I do not think it has got anything to do too much with 
the speculation on land. It is just a matter of making a more economic 
unit so the settler can exist on it. There are a lot of people wanting 
to buy units, and of course, if they can get an economic unit they would 
rather get that right now than to get one that wasn’t an economic unit. 

Mr. Sisk. Are there units, Mr. Damon, right now for sale out there? 
And if this legislation went through w ould veterans be able to pur- 
chase immediately additional units? 

Mr. Damon. Yes, I think so. There are quite a few units for sale 
all over the area. 

Mr. Sisk. That is, then, the reason for your concluding statement ; 
is that right? 

Mr. Damon. Partially, yes, and partially from the standpoint of 
loans to a settler who needs financial assistance to put a crop in. 

Mr. Sisk. I can understand, of course, the banks would certainly 
give cons.deration to the fact of how much land the man might own 
The thing that concerns me is how in the world a man is going to im- 
prove his financial status by acquisition this spring, because we are now 
approac hing the first of Apr il. I mean, it brought to my mind the 
addy looking to this legislation 
to bail shes out? If there are, I would kind of like to know about it, 
because if there are, while I do not know, it might affect my thinking 
on this bill. 

Mr. Damon. Of course, in 3,000 farm units, we have all kinds of 
conditions. I think it is generally true that we have got a lot of 34-, 
40-, 50-, 60-acre units. It is not an economical operation to build, a 
house and drill a well, and maintain a set of buildings on one of those 
small units. Maybe a man has an application in for a loan to build 
a house, and we know of many instances when the FHA have denied 
him a loan for building purposes. They say, “Your repayment 
ability on this farm is not large enough to grant you a loan. You 
cannot pay it back.” If he could immediately acquire a farm that was 
bigger, his situation would be changed. 

Mr. Sisx. I agree with you, Mr. Damon. I think your reasoning 
is exactly right there. But the point is, as I understand the testimony 
of the Secretary who just appeared here that this legislation will not 
permit the change in size of units, or the breaking up of units, or the 
sale of a partial unit, but will actually permit the sale or the owner- 
ship, let us say, of 2 units by a single individual, if those 2 units are 
less than 160 acres. That will require, in my opinion, some consider- 
able doing. 

As I understand the legislation, it does not immediately make it 
possible for a man to acquire and have 160 acres, a 160-acre farm as 
against what he is attempting to borrow money on now, a 70-acre farm 
or a 100-acre farm. 

Further, of course, is the testimony we had that there is some 
question as to whether there is any land for sale, that most of the 
farmers do not want to sell. 

Mr. Damon. I think there is a lot of land for sale out there. The 
papers are full of farm units advertised for sale. 

Mr. Sisx. Is it your opinion, Mr. Damon, that there would be any 
speculation enter into that ? Or is it your understanding that the sale 
of that land is restricted, that is, so far as determining the value, to 
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an original concept of the value, and that there are restrictions which 
would prohibit the seller from taking advantage of increased value 
because of this legislation or because of the development of the 
project? Are there not certain limitations on that ? 

Mr. Damon. I do not think it will affect it very much because, in 
the first place, land is all appraised by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
They cannot sell for more than the appraised price for a period of 
5 years after water is made available. At the end of that 5-year period 
the antispeculation law no longer applies, and then the law of buying 
and selling in the ordinary economics of business takes over. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you say that most of the land that might be of- 
fered for sale would be land on which the 5 years have already elapsed, 
and therefore they would not be under that restriction of Bureau ap- 
praisals ? 

Mr. Damon. I think we have very little land where the 5-year period 
has elapsed. There is hardly any land for sale that is not governed 
by the Government-appraised price. 

Mr. Sisk. You still feel that the owners of a great deal of that land 
would be willing to sell at the appraised price ? 

Mr. Damon. Yes. We have farm units out there offered for sale 
below the appraised price. In some cases where there are hardship 
cases, and due to the tightness of credit in the last year, and people 
not being able to function as freely as they want to, there are farm 
units for sale without any buyers, in some cases. 

Mr. Sisk. Actually, then, to sum up, as I would understand our 
discussion here, Mr. Damon, your reasons for feeling that early action 
would improve the situation would apply generally to new properties 
and new units being developed, rather than to old lands already estab- 
lished. Is that correct? 

Mr. Damon. It would help in both cases. It would help all of them. 
It would really help all of them, many of the old settlers on the stand- 
point of financing, and new settlers—you see, we are going to put in 
about 50,000 acres of land this year, somewhere in that neighborhood. 
If they were all started out on the right basis, it would be better than 
being on the wrong basis. 

Mr. Sisk. Just one further question, Mr. Chairman. I hesitate to 
take a lot of time of the committee, but I am rather interested in how 
rapidly this is going to change the situation. 

It is your understanding, though, Mr. Damon, that the Bureau of 
Reclamation is now holding up the plotting of further projects in 
anticipation of this legislation? Is that your answer? 

Mr. Damon. Bill, would you care to answer that question ? 

Mr. McAnuis. Answering your question directly, Congressman, to 
our knowledge they are not holding up the plotting, but rather the 
sale of publicly owned farm units already platted pending—and I am 
supposing now for the Department, who should probably answer this 
question—probably holding it up pending the possibility of some 
change in policy and regulation based on what legislation may come 
out of this hearing. 

Mr. Sisk. I did not hear any comment or reference made to that 
by the departmental witnesses, and that is why I was rather inter- 
ested in whether or not they were holding up either the plotting of the 


various wnits, or the sale. As I understand from you, you think they 
are holding up the sale? 
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Mr. McAnuts That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. But are not holding up this plotting of the units; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. McAnuts. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I do. not quite understand the application there, then, 
because if they are going ahead and plotting on the present farm unit 
criteria which was discussed here this morning, that certainly would 
not be in the best interests, it seems to me, to these settlers. I do not 
understand why on the one hand they are holding up the sale, and on 
the other hand are not holding up that plotting. 

Mr. McAnuts. I would not want to answer that particular question. 

However, I would like to expand just a minute on the other question 
you asked Mr. Damon. As to the approximately 30,000 acres which 
are being brought in at this time, which will get water for the first 
time this year, our land was predominantly privately owned, about 
90 percent of our project, and being privately owned it was home- 
stead lands, for the most part, in quarter sections. One of the reasons 
for our urging early action is simply this: If we can have legislation 
which will permit ownership up to what our present ownership bound- 
aries are, we are far better off than to maybe even bring it in so it 
would apply next year, or where maybe a man would have to wait 
until the middle of summer to get water on his whole project—if 
you follow me. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. I believe I am beginning to get the idea of immediate 
benefits that might accrue. The owners of this private land are going 
to be in the position of having to sell ? 

Mr. McAnuts. Correct. 

Mr. Sisx. A certain amount of his land under the present Colum- 
bia Basin Project Act? 

Mr. McAnutis. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. But he would not have to sell, in many cases, all of his 
land, or he would be forced to sell a smaller portion, a much smaller 
portion of his land if this legislation is enacted ? 

Mr. McAnuis. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisx. Then that basically is your general idea of urgency; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. McAnuis. That is one point. The other point is this: That 
recognizing the general economic insufficiency of our smaller single 
farm unit, we have the position where a man may have sold out his 
lands, and retained the one unit, and then he finds that he is better 
off to either leave it alone or try and lease it out, if he can, to maybe 
get back the irrigation assessments and taxes he has to pay each year. 
But he cannot sell it to anybody under the present law except some 
third party, some man who isn’t in the picture at all, because if a man 
who is farming already buys the additional units he cannot get water 
for them, and he is in a worse position than the present owner. 

So under the present act we do have a situation where we have got 
lots of farm units which are economically infeasible of operation, and 
yet they cannot be disposed of by the owners simply because nobody 
else wants to take that white elephant. 

Now, if we get this thing changed, we are then in the position of 
helping both the man who says, “The heck with this thing. I am not 
interested in farming on this unit. I will get my money out of it as 
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much as I can, and look for land in the new part of the project, or 
some place else.” You help that man out, too; and we have probably 
hundreds of them on the project right now. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. McAnlis, with reference to what you said to the 
30,000 acres of new land which is being opened, and I understand prac- 
tically all in private ownership, how many owners would be able to 
retain 320 or more acres because of the fact they might have children 
over 18? 

Mr. McAnuss. I do not think any of them could retain it, Congress- 
man, simply because under the present act they could not have it to 
start with, and get the water. They might be able to acquire it. 

Mr. Sisk. It was my understanding that you were speaking of 30,000 
acres of new land being developed under this project. 

Mr. McAnuis. Excuse me. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. And one of the reasons for the urgency in this legislation 
was to save these fellows from the forced sale of certain portions of 
their holdings. Now I am concerned with how many of these owners 
in this 30,000 acres would be able to retain under the proposed legisla- 
tion of 320 acres or more because of the fact they might have 1 or 
more children 18 years of age, or over. 

Mr. McAnuts. I am sorry. I see. I can rely only on my memory. 
I would say it would average out about half, perhaps. Perhaps a 
little less. 

The majority of our lands have either been rangelands or dry- 
farmed wheatlands in the past. As I said, the general ownership pat- 
tern is by quarter section or more. However, in the last 20 years 
there have been subdivisions by estates and just main sale. So I would 
say by and large the average would probably run about a quarter sec- 
tion. 

Mr. Sisk. That will be all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania have any 
questions ? 

Mr. Sartor. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnau. Does the gentleman from Oregon have any questions. 

Mr. Uximan. I just want to commend these gentlemen for coming 
all the way out from the Pacific Northwest. I am very familiar with 
your project up there, and know a lot of your problems firsthand, and 
recognize that there is need of some type of legislation. 

The only point that I want to bring out, Mr. Chairman, is this prob- 
lem of units. 

I can see your real problem of trying to expand this thing on the 
basis of the fact you have these boundaries. 

Is it not also the fact, in connection with these units—are they 
not laid out along the irrigation ditches so that the ditches are made 
accessible to a single unit, and if you start dividing up a unit you will 
get fouled up on your ditches? 

Mr. Damon. That is true. 

Mr. Utiman. That is one of the problems of carving up your units 
when they are established ? 


Mr. Damon. That is one of the major problems in already developed 
units. 
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Mr. Utiman. It would be quite costly and a very difficult thing to 
do. That is one of your real problems, and I imagine why this legisla- 
tion was approached in this manner. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaru. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Curenowetu. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Hatzy. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your appear- 
ance. 

Yesterday, Mr. Haley, our colleague from Florida, asked a question 
of Mr. Aandahl relative to the rights of minors to hold property in 
Washington. We have that answer now, the answer given by T. Rich- 
ard Witmer, the Office of the Solicitor, the Department of the In- 
terior. Unless there is an objection, the answer will be placed in the 
record immediately following Mr. Haley’s question in yesterday’s 
hearing. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering if the chairman would 
be willing to permit a member of the Department to answer a question 
relative to the question I had, or would you prefer that. that be done 
later ? 

Mr. Asprnati. The chairman prefers it be done after we get through 
with the next three witnesses, because we do not want to do anything 
today to keep from hearing them. 

The next witness will be Mr. Earl Gregory, president, joint 
boards of the Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts; followed by Mr. 
Percy Driggs, supervisor, Moses Lake Soil Conservation District ; fol- 
lowed by Mr. A. O. Hampton, Columbia Basin Association of Farmers, 
Inc. 

We will hear the statements from each of these gentlemen and then 
question them together. 

Mr. Gregory. 


STATEMENT OF EARL S. GREGORY, PRESIDENT, JOINT BOARDS OF 
COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
president of the Quincy Columbia Basin Irrigation District, naturally 
I am greatly concerned with the problem of the unfair land limitation 
placed upon the Columbia Basin project. Over the past 2-year period, 
our district board with the joint boards of the Columbia Basin Irri- 
gation Districts and the Columbia Basin Commission have been active- 
ly engaged in seeking legislation remedying the unfair position that 
our farmers are in. 

It will be my purpose in this statement to sum up the reasons why 
legislation is sabtad y both the Federal Congress and the State legis- 
lature to correct the inequities under which our farmers operate. 

As you know, the Columbia Basin project now limits a farm family, 
which consists of husband and wife and all minor children, to one 
farm unit. The average size of farm units on the Columbia Basin 
eae is approximately 75 acres. Thus, a farm family in the Colum- 

ia Basin may only own one farm unit and the average size of the 
units is so smal] that it is causing widespread difficulties amongst our 
farm families. 
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_ Actual operation of the Columbia Basin project has proved that it 
is economically unsound to attempt to make a living for a farm family 
on one farm unit. The farmers have found that the machinery re- 
quired to farm 1 farm unit could very well farm 2 or more farm units. 
Under the cost-price squeeze that all farmers are afllicted with, it is 
of the utmost importance that each acre of land be farmed at the lowest 
possible cost. Ifa farmer is allowed to farm an adequate number of 
acres, he can then reduce the per-unit cost of farming and thus stay 
in business in spite of the cost-price squeeze and the rising costs of 
living. Farmers have also found that it is necessary to have ade- 
quate land to utilize their efforts and equipment to protect. themselves 
against the occasional bad year that any farming operation is subject 
to. Further, the Columbia Basin project is in an area of high labor 
cost, having been described as the highest in the United States, and 
also has one of the highest water charges for irrigation water of any 
irrigation project in the West. This is an additional reason why a 
farmer must have an economical farm unit to be able to meet the 
costs that are necessary in their farm operations. 

Another highly important reason for relief from restrictive land- 
limitation regulations on the Columbia Basin project, is that our 
farmers cannot interest lenders on long-term low-interest-rate money. 
Insurance companies and other lending agencies with this type of 
money have repeatedly stated that they cannot loan in the Columbia 
Basin, except on isolated instances, since the farm ownerships of the 
individual farmers are too small to justify loans. These lenders state 
that if a farm family were allowed to own an economical-size unit that 
they would then be in a position to consider them as proper borrowers. 
With the high cost of breaking raw land out for irrigational purposes, 
it is imperative that every farm family have a source of long-term 
money to be able to put. in the capital improvements necessary to get 
a going farm operation. 

It also must be emphasized that the Columbia Basin project is the 
only Federal reclamation project in the 17 Western States which has 
a downward limitation on ownership. All other projects are under 
the basic reclamation law which allows the husband and wife each to 
own up to 160 acres, so that the farm family can own up to 320 acres 
total. This is what we are seeking. We must have it for the reasons 
stated above, and, in addition, to allow our farmers to be competitive 
with other reclamation projects. In our State we have irrigation 
projects within less than 50 miles of our boundaries, wherein the farm- 
ers can own up to 320 acres per family, while at the same time we are 
presently limited to approximately 75 acres on the average per family. 
This being in a noncompetitive position likewise discourages good 
farmers and farmers with adequate capital from coming into the 
basin. This is very important to the whole project and to those con- 
cerned with its welfare, since we wish to attract the best type of 
farmer in the Nation to the best project in the Nation. 

Perhaps one of the worst practices that has developed under actual 
operation in the project is that of encouraging tenant operation of 
farms and absentee ownership of farms. Farmers have found from 
actual experience that it is necessary for them to go out and rent addi- 
tional land to have an economical farm operation. Thus, with renters 
being readily available, all absentee owners find no reason why they 
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should dispose of their lands, and annually drain out of the basin 
thousands upon thousands of dollars which normally would be re- 
tained by the farmer if he were allowed to own the land. It has be- 
come a fact that the cost of renting land appears to be about equal to 
a farmer’s loss on a particular year of farming. Farmers who own 
their land in sufficient quantity appear to be doing fairly well even 
with low prices. Farmers who are required to rent land, and of course 
they are in the great majority, find themselves slipping backward each 
year in an amount closely approximating the rental paid by them for 
rented land. In this connection it is hardly necessary to point out that 
tenant farming also encourages poor farming practice. It is only 
human nature that a farmer will give better attention to land that he 
owns as against land that he rents. It is also an economical necessity 
that he approach rented land on that basis. If tenant farming is en- 
couraged by small ownership ability, we are doing the maximum to 
cause the land to become less fertile annually, and ultimately to end 
up with land which is not capable of proper farming methods or 
capable of adequate farm yields. Tenant farming is foreign to the 
original concept of the Columbia Basin project. The Columbia Basin 
project was formed to allow the maximum number of economical 
farm units to the maximum number of families. It was not con- 
ceived to become a project tenanted by renters. It has been stated by 
authoritative sources that presently 75 percent of all of the land being 
farmed in the Columbia Basin project is farmed under lease. This 
situation must be corrected. If adequate land ownership were allowed 
on the project, such as is allowed on other projects, we feel sure that in 
a very short period of time the percentages could be reversed to where 
75 percent of the land farmed would be farmed by the owner himself. 
At least, the law must be changed to allow the individual farmer to 
be in a position to acquire land so that we can reverse the trend on 
the basin. 

Some people have argued that the Columbia Basin project should be 
penalized because the Federal Government has subsidized the project. 
The farmers on the project do not feel that this is the case, and we be- 
lieve that it is not true. As you well know, Grand Coulee Dam power 
and the farmers on the project will repay the Government at 100 per- 
cent of cost of the dam and the project, plus interest. Again, we 
know that practically all of the reclamation projects of the 17 Western 
States have some form of subsidy connected with them. We also be- 
lieve that there are projects which are more highly subsidized than 
the Columbia Basin project, and that many of these projects will 
never repay the Government 100 cents on the dollar. Admitting only 
for the purpose of argument that we are subsidized, we still fail to see 
how that could mean that our farmers are to be penalized on the 
amount of land that they can own. As mentioned above, the con- 
cepts of the Columbia Basin project was to get as many people on the 
land as reasonably as possible, but that they were to have economical- 
size farms and make a decent living. The Columbia Basin project 
never contemplated a group of farmers on a near-meager existence. 
We do not feel that our farmers should be limited on landownership 
because of any subsidization that attaches to all Federal power and 
reclamation developments, particularly when no other project is so 
penalized. 
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On January 3, 4, and 5, the Department of Interior held public 
hearings on the project, at Mesa, Moses Lake, and Quincy. The 
farmers themselves were encouraged to speak by the Department and, 
as a matter of fact, they did speak. The hearings attracted approxi- 
mately a thousand people. As the farmers on the project for the first 
time were allowed to get on their feet and express their feelings and 
thoughts, the members of the joint boards for the first time realized 
that perhaps one of the greatest arguments for removal] of inequitable 
restrictions on the project, was the fact that our farmers felt they were 
first-class American citizens and first-class farmers and that they 
should not be treated as second-class citizens concerning landowner- 
ship. Time and time again farmers expressed this opinion, in vary- 
ing forms. It was impressive. It showed to everyone concerned that 
our farmers resented having a restriction upon them which did not 
allow them to live and raise their families with the same freedom and 
opportunities as enjoyed by farmers on like irrigation projects. As 
so many people said, “Why can’t I own as much land as my neighbor 
on an adjoining project?” and “Why should we be penalized on Jand- 
ownership when not another project is so penalized?” Many times 
it was stated that the incentive to build up a good farm and have 
something to leave to the children was taken away because they were 
not able to own enough land to have an economical farm to pass on to 
their children. Farmers bemoan the fact that as their children grew 
up more land could not be purchased so when a youngster became 
a man the farm operation could be split so that both the father and the 
son could be good farmers, as they can be on other projects. It boils 
down to a question of fairness. Does fairness and American principle 
justify an inequitable limitation on farmers of one project when 

undreds of other like projects are not so restricted ? 

Perhaps the best argument for the program of the joint boards of 
the Columbia Basin irrigation districts is that no one has come forth 
with a solution other than the basic reclamation law of 1902. It is 
true that some of our farmers thought that if this change or that 
change were made, that the situation would be better. However, no 
farmer or responsible person made the suggestion that if half the job 
were done that the solution would be the best solution or the fairest to 
all. As you probably realize, the joint boards of the irrigation dis- 
tricts would not so stenously urge the 1902 law as it pertains to 
landownership if it were not the best and only complete solution. 
They have discussed time and time again, with all types of farmers 
and governmental officials, various solutions to our predicament. It 
always comes out the basic reclamation law for the very important 
reason that that law has stood the test of time and has worked. No 
other project is having any difficulty concerning how much land a 
farmer should be able to own, and in no other project has the ogre of 
corporate farming reared its head. The basic reclamation law allows 
flexibility to the farmers on the land so that they can make the best 
economical use of the land, but still at the same time the limitation 
contained in the basic law does not and has not allowed corporate 
farming or farming by an individual of land in excess to his eco- 
nomical requirements. 

We on the boards of the Columbia Basin irrigation districts are 
charged with the duty of administering the affairs of the districts to 
the best of our ability. We are aware of our duties and are aware of 
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the fact that we and we only have a duty to perform. An individual 
farmer or a bystander has no duty, but has the right to venture an 
opinion. Because we are charged with a duty, we are also charged 
with seeking the proper and the correct solution. Being mindful of 
that duty, we have worked long and diligently on this question. We 
think that we discharged our duty to the State and to the farmers on 
the project when we recommend to you the early passage of the bill 
introduced in Congress which allows the Columbia Basin project to 
rise up to an equal basis with other irrigation projects as it pertains 
to ownership of land. 

In view of some of the testimony that has taken place here this 
morning and yesterday, there are one or two more things I would 
like to comment on at this time. 

One of those was the statement in reference to a letter, I believe, 
of Mr. Chase, if I am correct, in regards to perhaps we did not need 
the present legislation, but rather might need credit. 

Mr. Asprnatyt. May the Chair suggest to you that the question of 
credit or not was the Chair’s question, not Mr. Chase’s question. It 
followed Mr. Chase’s question, but it was not his question. 

Mr. Grecory. I am sorry, and apologize for the mistake. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. You may proceed, because we want to have the 
answer, Mr. Gregory. 

Mr. Greeory. Insofar as I myself am concerned, in being a farmer 
there on the Columbia Basin project, Mr. Chairman, all the credit in 
the world to me is of no value if I cannot pay it back. Certainly 
under the plans that exist today of one farm unit which I may own, 
from which I may expect on the average as has been borne out by the 
testimony in the hearing, a net return each year of around $2,500 to 
$3,000, on which I must raise my family and pay for the farm and 
level it, I could not expect to pay back any credit. So credit as such 
to me, will not help me. The thing I must have is something which 
will give me the ability to repay credit which will be available if I 
have that ability to repay. 

I certainly wanted to emphasize that, because certainly out there 
in the Columbia Basin project hundreds of farmers need credit, but 
not short-term credit. They need long-time, relatively low-interest 
credit such as is available from Prudential, Equitable, and Federal 
land banks, and those institutions who are anxious to come in there 
and loan if they can find somebody that has the ability to pay it back. 
We certainly need their help. 

One other thing, Mr. Chairman, if I might comment on it. 

Yesterday, it was brought up if there had been any formal requests 
to the Bureau of Reclamation, I believe, to increase the size of these 
units, or to combine them in any way. I believe the testimony of the 
Secretary of the Interior was that there had not been too many insofar 
as any formality was concerned. -I can assure you, as president of 
the irrigation board and a member of the joint boards, that we have 
had literally hundreds of farmers who have come to the board and 
pleaded with us, practically, to effect some legislation whereby they 
would be able to own more of this farm ground in the Columbia 
Basin project. That was borne out by the hearings that were held 
the 3d, 4th, and 5th of January on the project. They have repeatedly 
come to the boards, and to the Columbia Basin Commission to effect 
this legislation, and that is why we are here today, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr, Asrinate. Thank you very much. 
The statement of Mr. Driggs will proceed at this time. 


STATEMENT OF PERCY DRIGGS, MOSES LAKE, WASH. 


Mr. Driees. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Percy Driggs of Moses Lake, Wash. I am an on-the-land farmer. 
These observations are my own, based on my experience in diversified 
farming in the Columbia Basin. 

I started farming the Columbia Basin, the Old Moses Lake Irri- 
gation District 21 years ago and have farmed continuously since. 
During that period I have farmed acreages of various sizes, from 
10 acres to 350 acres as an individual and 440 acres in partnership 
with my father and brother. These are all irrigated acres. I have 
grown such crops as apples, peaches, peppermint, ‘clover seeds, aspara- 
gus plants, onions, potatoes, sugar beets, b: wiley, wheat, corn, beans, 
dry peas, green peas, hay annd pasture; such livestock as dairy cattle, 
beef cattle, hogs and sheep. have received some experience and 
knowledge by Deing active at times in farm organizations. I have 
served on the advisory board of the Farmers’ Home Administration. 
I served 12 years as director of the Moses Lake Irrigation District. 
I am now a member of the board of supervisors of the Moses Lake 
Soil Conservation District, a member of the Washington State Potato 
Committee and a member of the Washington State Potato Commission. 

My farming plan I believe is quite typical as a diversified operation. 
Last year I farmed 240 acres. Because of existing conditions I am 
farming in 2 general locations with an 8-mile separation. I farmed 
my own unit and cash leased 214 other units. I hac crops and acreages 
as follows: Corn, 42 acres; peas, 45 acres; potatoes, 71 acres; hay, 32 
acres; and pasture, 50 acres. I had 140 head of steers on pasture in 
summer and placed in my feed lot in early fall for fattening through 
fall and winter. 

If I have qualified myself, I would like to say why I think and 
sincerely believe the size of farm ownership should be raised in the 
Columbia Basin. I believe we must determine what is an economical 
unit or farm. We all know the national trend is moving every year 
to larger farms and less farms. We know this is because ¢ of mechani- 
zat ion, new pr ac tie es, new pr odue ts, new pr ocessing and new 
competition. 

I believe there are four determining factors in what an economical 
farm unit should be in size: (1) type of farming, (2) fixed capital 
assets, (3) management, and (4), size of family. 

The type of farming being done is probably the most important 
factor. There are farmers who would like to specialize in high cost, 
high yielding crops that would provide enough income on a small 
acre age. Some crops might be fruits, berries, ‘etc. To the other ex- 
treme might be the liv estock, hay and grain producer requiring a 
large acreage. In the middle we have the diversified farmer which 
will prevail in the Columbia Basin, if he can own enough land to 
make it practical. In diversified farming a number of crops are 
grown on a rotational plan, requiring mostly different equipment for 
each crop. 

I had an opportunity to sit in with a group a couple of weeks ago 
to try and determine acreage uses on equipment for practical purposes. 
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At this meeting were 5 farmers, 2 bankers, 2 county agents and an 
agricultural economist from Washington State College. One farmer’s 
operation was chosen as typical. He was a single unit operator of 
80-acre size. His equipment was listed, valued and analyzed for 

otential use. The depreciated value of the equipment was about 

12,000. The group determined that the same equipment would 
handle twice the acreage, or 160 acres, if he had a larger plow. It 
was further determined that most of the equipment could be used on 
much more acreage with the addition of tractor power. This bears 
out the facts of my own operation in which I have 1 plow, 1 disk, ! 
set of harrows, 2 packers, a unit, 1 cultivator, 1 mower, 1 rake, 1 hay 
baler, 1 hay piler, 1 cornpicker, 1 combine, 1 potato harvester, 1 potato 
planter, 1 fertilizer spreader, 1 corn planter, 1 grain drill, 1 ditcher, 
1 land plane, 1 hammermill, 1 tool outlay, 1 electric welder, 1 acetylene 
outfit, 4 tractors and 3 trucks. The prices of crops, because of controls 
and supply and demand, cause a shifting of crops raised, making for 
the necessity of owning more equipment than would ordinarily be 
necessary. The exchange of equipment among neighbors and custom- 
work by commercial operators is only practical to a limited extent. I 
have had some experience along these lines and have seen some costly 
results many times. Therefore, we know equipment costs per acre 
become less as the acreage increases to the maximum potential of that 
equipment. 

Fixed capital assets have a direct bearing on the size of farms. I 
am speaking of the farm home, the water supply system, the barn, 
the machine shed and shop, the silo, the feed lot and the land which 
is taken out of production on which they are situated. These costs 
remain practically the same regardless of the size of farm. The ability 
of the farm to pay for and maintain these assets, excluding cropland 
costs, is dependent on enough acreage to decrease the costs per acre to 
a minimum. 

It is said that a farmer has two things to sell; the fruits of his 
management and his labor. The ability of a farmer to manage and 
his desire for enterprising will have an effect on the size of farm he 
operates. Farmers are individualists and believe in free enterprise, 
the same as a man in any other business. They should have that 
right. The ability or desires of one farmer may be quite different from 
another. They both dream and hope for that goal; a modern, pro- 
ductive farm and home equal to the standards of the times. One may 
be content with an economical acreage of one size but the other may 
need an acreage of twice that size. He should have that opportunity. 

What is a family size farm? This can be almost any size within 
the capabilities of the family. The farm is probably more of a family 
business than any other. The father-sons partnership, or the adjacent 
family individual ownerships with cooperation between related indi- 
viduals, are the most economical and prosperous farms over the country 
today. Unless the acreage limitation is raised, this opportunity may 
happen only in rare instances. There must be room for the family 
on the initial farm enterprise or the farm boys will all be forced to 
seek a career in another field. That is happening already. These boys 
will seldom come back to the farm. The farm must be large enough 
and prosperous enough to create a desire for a farming future as a 
career for our coming generation. 
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Many farmers in the basin have been unable to receive adequate 
long-term financing because the farm is too small. If lending institu- 
tions don’t believe a farm is large enough, you can be quite sure it 
is an uneconomical venture. This is true in instances even with FHA 
financing, the most supposedly lenient of loan sources. Long-time 
mortgage-loan companies have shied away, but have voiced the opinion 
in public that if the farms were larger they would be seeking loans 
inthe basin. Proper financing isa first and a must. 

Processing and marketing firms have been slow about entering 
the basin because of the economic status and future outlook. <A state- 
ment was made to me by a district credit manager of one of the largest 
firms in the State of Washington, to the effect that they were pre- 
mature in entering the basin because too high a percentage of their 
accounts were noncollectible. We need these firms for our market 
and we will have them only when the farm becomes a paying enterprise. 

Land leasing is one of the prevailing sins of the Columbia Basin. 
About 60 percent of the land farmed is leased. Why this? Simply 
because of the desire and need for the farmers to operate more land. 
If they were allowed to own more land they wouldn’t need to rent. 
Soon the landlords would lose their customers or the rental rates would 
get so low as to cause them to sell. Rental rates are from $30 to $50 
per acre cash rent or generally 20 percent of the crop share on most 
cultivated crops. Crop shares run from about $70 to over $100 per 
acre. This money is plowed off the farm and the larger part of it 
leaves the Columbia Basin. How much better would it be if these 
rentals were used to amortize that land in an ownership of the farmer # 
We know the land would receive much better care than it is under 
present circumstances. 

In summary I believe the size of the farm depends on the type of 
farming, the amount of fixed capital assets required, the farm man- 
agement abilities and desires of the operator and the size of the 
farm family. This acreage might be anywhere from a part-time unit 
to 500 acres. I contend that a 70 acre farm unit is nothing more 
than a part-time unit. I ascertained from my labor use last year with 
my type of operation that a 70 acre unit would require 634 man-months 
of labor. This excluded only harvesting labor that would be used 
regardless of the size of the farm. 

The Columbia project is at an economic crossroad, The size of 
the present ownerships is a major cause in the lack of financing, the 
lack of processing and marketing facilities, and has caused excessive 
land leasing. 

Therefore, I believe the single unit limitation of ownership under 
the present act is far too small an acreage limitation for the economic 
welfare of the Columbia Basin project and should be increased to 
160 acre maximum per adult individual. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

We will now have the statement of Mr. Hampton. 


STATEMENT OF A. 0. HAMPTON, OTHELLO, WASH. 


Mr. Hampton. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
A. O. Hampton, from Othello, Wash., and have lived in that area since 
1905. I am thoroughly familiar with the entire area, having farmed 
there most of my life. I have watched and been a part of the Columbia 
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Basin project from its inception. I have also been a member and chair- 
man of the board of directors of the Soil Conservation Service in our 
area, and am thoroughly familiar with a great many farmers and their 
day- to- day farming problems. 

Because I owned land in the area prior to 1937, I have been per- 
mitted to own 2 farm units on the project: Farm units 100 and 101, 
irrigation block 45, and they contain about 140 acres of farmable land. 
I also farm about 150 acres of irrigated land on Crab Creek which is 
not in the project. The 2 units which I own in the project supplement 
the land and pasture which I run on Crab Creek, and I do not consider 
those 2 units to be capable of handling my farming operation alone. 
Over the years I have dealt principally in livestock, and have only 
turned to irrigation farming in the past 3 or 4 years. 

I have seen the Columbia Basin project in operation and parts of 
what I have seen are not good. Under present ownership restrictions, 
I have seen literally scores of farmers and their wives who have found 
it necessary to work off the farm unit which they own in order to sup- 
port the farm. And because of the present land ownership restrictions, 
good farmers from other areas who have sufficient capital and equip- 
ment to farm larger farms have shied away from the area. For ex- 
ample, an acquaintance of mine came to the basin the spring of 1955; 
he has purchased over $30,000 worth of machinery and has leased and 
operated about 220 acres of land. He told me that he felt it wiser to 
take his time before selecting a farm so that he could be sure that he 
could own the amount of land he would need in order to justify his 
machinery investment and the type of farming he wished to be en- 
gaged in. To date he has not purchased, and probably won't unless 
he can have the possibility of purchasing more than 250 acres. 

I think that if this area is to grow and prosper as We all want it to, 
then the farmers in our area must be put on a competitive basis with 
other farmers. They must have the opportunity to farm more land 
than they now have in order to justify the type of financing which they 
require. Right now too much of our resources are going out of the area 
in the way of rents to absentee owners who would like to sell but can- 
not due to ownership restrictions. I think the rules and regulations 
of the 1902 act should be made applicable to our area, and that the 
limitations should be relaxed so that each adult individual can own 
a maximum of 160 acreas. Most of the families in our area will find 
their level of farming somewhere below what two adult individuals 
could own. Something must be done immediately, though, if the area 
is to survive. 

We in this area want to be able to build up an estate for our loved 
ones. We want to make it possible for our children to remain on the 
soil and go on farming in our place. The great majority of our people 
are young folks, and they have large families. If these children grow 
up on pint- -sized farms and become conscious of a lack of opportunity 
in farming, then we will have a real problem of getting good farmers 
in the generations to come. As I see it, this isa long- haul proposition 
and we must get the proper laws on the books now in order to assure 
the continuation of a healthy farming populace in the future. 

It has been my privilege to be allowed to speak to you gentlemen. 
[ do so earnestly and sine -erely and want you to know that I speak the 
thoughts of a great number of young farmers whom it has been my 
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pleasure to work with the past several years. On their behalf, I ask 
that you immediately recommend legislation which will allow them 
a maximum of 160 acres of land per adult individual. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your short 
and succinct statements. 

We have 25 minutes left. There are seven to ask questions. The 
Chair would ask unanimous consent that we limit the time to 4 minutes 
per person, and anyone not wishing to ask any questions yield his 
time as may be desired. 

Is there any objections? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Chris- 
topher. 

Mr. CuristorHer. I reserve my time. 

Mr. AspinaLy. The chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Saylor. ! ¢ 
_ Mr. Sayvor. I gather all three of you are operators in the area; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Greeory. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. At least up until the 7th of March all of you were 
operators; is that right 

Mr. Grecory. We are still operators. 

Mr. Sartor. The committee has received a letter containing notice 
of an auction sale of one Earl S. Gregory. Are you that Earl S. 
Gregory ¢ 

Mr. Gregory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. This public notice says: 

Auction sale, March 7, 1957, 1:30 p. m.. Since I have rented or sublet all my 


farm interests and joined with John H. Butler in an association with Lloyd A. 
Martin real estate of Quincy, I am disposing of all my farm equipment. 
Bart S. GREGORY, Owner. 

Mr. Gregory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. But you were an operator up until the 7th of this 
month ¢ 

Mr. Grecory. I am still an operator, sir. The man who rented my 
units and sublet the unit that belonged to my father has been unable 
to secure financing; so I am having to farm that land again myself, 
and I am just as happy to hire it done as to own my own machinery 
because it will cost me less money. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Gregory, in your opening statement you said this 
was an unfair land limitation placed upon the Columbia Basin project. 
Now you know that if this land limitation would not have been placed 
in this bill in the first instance, the Columbia Basin project would 
never have passed. Why then do you say it is an unfair land 
limitation ? 

Mr. Grecory. I would say it is unfair, sir, because it does not float 
along and stay fluid with changing economic conditions. Nobody 
will argue, sir, at the time of its inception perhaps it was a very 
wonderful thing. and none of us have. But due to the change in eco- 
nomie structure of the country today, it is now in my opinion, an un- 
fair limitation, because it restricts a man’s ability to make a living for 
himself and his family. 

Mr. Savior. But that is not what you said in your statement. That 
is an entirely different explanation than what you have given this 
committee. 
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I will address this question to Mr. Driggs. 

On the last page of your testimony, you state: 

The size of the present ownerships is a major cause in the lack of financing, 
the lack of processing and marketing facilities. 

How would the increase of acreage increase processing and market- 
ing facilities? 

Mr. Drices. Because it would raise the opportunity of the farmer 
to have a better income; therefore, you will have processing and mar- 
ket facilities come in. 

Mr. Sartor. How? Where has anybody said they have not come in 
with processing plants? Or what increased markets are you going 
to have by giving you a bigger acreage? You have not said it will put 
an acre more of ground into production. 

Mr. Drices. The facilities are needed now with the present acre- 
age, but they have a tendency to stay away because of the fact that 
the farmers are having a rough time making it on limited acreage. 

Mr. Sartor. I fail to see it, and I fail to hear any testimony from 
anyone, nor have I seen a statement from anybody that a processing 
company has stayed out of there because of the acreage limitations. 

Mr. Grecory. May I comment on that? 

Mr. AsprnaLuL. Just a minute, please. The gentleman’s time has 
expired. The gentleman from Missouri yields his time to you. 

Mr. Sartor. The next question I would like to direct to Mr. Hamp- 
ton. 

Mr. Hampton, actually what your statement boils down to is that 
you want to get away from the ownership restrictions? 

Mr. Hampton. Definitely so. 

Mr. Sartor. And that ownership restriction will apply not only to 
the acreage limitation, but also to the 5-year provision 4 

Mr. Hamprron. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. You have been in the area since 1905, and you too know 
that the only way this project was authorized in the first place, because 
of the large private holdings, was because of this ownership restric- 
tion. 

Mr. Hamprron. I was anxious to dispose of my holdings where more 
people could make homes than me alone. You understand what I 
mean ? 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, you were willing to give up your hold- 
ings that you had prior to the passage of the act so that other people 
could come into the area ? 

Mr. Hampton. Certainly. 

Mr. Sartor. You have gotten rid of most of yours; is that correct? 

Mr. Hampton. How is that? 

Mr. Saytor. You have gotten rid of most of your land ? 

Mr. Hampron. Yes. That is the irrigated area, yes. 

Mr. Saytor. The people, however, who bought that land are still 
subject to the ownership restrictions; is that mght? It is my under- 
standing that only one of the tracts that have been laid out by the 
Bureau is out from under that restriction. 

Mr. Hampton. I do not get it. 

Mr. Sartor. Only one of the tracts that has been laid out by the 
Bureau has been in production long enough to come out from under 
that ownership restriction. Is that correct? 
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Mr. Hampton. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. I would like to go back to Mr. Driggs. Do you feel 
that by increasing the acreage allotment so that they might hold up to 
160 acres would increase the number of people living in the area? 

Mr. Dries. I do not know. I really do not know. 

Mr. Sartor. You stated in your last paragraph, I believe: 

Therefore, I believe the single unit limitation of ownership under the present 
act is far too small an acreage limitation for the economic welfare of the Columbia 
Basin project and should be increased to a 160-acre maximum per adult individual. 

If you are going to increase it, you have to have some reason for it. 

Mr. Driaes. Well, the individual farmer has to be able to make a 
living on the farm, I would say, unless it is a part-time unit. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harry. I want to ask one question of each one of the witnesses, 
and then I will yield the balance of my time to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Driggs, Mr. Gregory, and Mr. Hampton, under the proposed 
legislation, if passed, how many acres, Mr. Driggs, could you acquire? 

“Mr. Driaas. Could I acquire ¢ 

Mr. Harry. Could you acquire under the proposed legislation ? 

Mr. Dries. I could acquire—that would depend upon the size of the 
unit. 

Mr. Hatey. Say the unit was 160 acres. How many could you 
acquire ? 

Mr. Driees. I could acquire myself 160 acres. 

Mr. Hatey. With family ’ 

Mr. Driees. With family, 320 acres. 

Mr. Hater. How about you, Mr. eT 

Mr. Grecory. All I could possibly hold, sir, would be 320 acres 
maximum. 

Mr. Hatey. How much would you be able to acquire, Mr. Hampton ? 

Mr. Hampton. The same. 

Mr. Harry. 320 acres. 

I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. AsprnaLtL. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 3 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Gregory, you wanted to answer a question a little 
while ago. Now we will get around to you. I asked Mr. Driggs 
a question on the lack of processing and marketing facilities, how the 
increase in the size of the units would increase processing and market- 
ing facilities. You wanted to answer the question. Now I will give 
you the opportunity. 

Mr. Grecory. Thank you, sir. 

A number of those processors have talked to the boards in our 
desire to influence marketing to come into our country. On numerous 
occasions they have told us that they, first of all, have found it down 
through the years best to deal with those people making money. 

Sec ondly, when they have to deal with a large number of people 
farming 1 small unit, that they are dishing out their acreages in 
parcels ‘of 5, 10, and 15 acres, which is not advantageous to their own 
economic operation of their business, and they are reluctant to have 
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to deal with farmers that are so small that the acreages they can give 
them are necessarily small also. 

But for the most part they have assured us that they like to do 
business with people who have sufficient operating capital and can 
do a good first-rate job of farming. 

Mr. Sayror. In other words, what you are trying to tell us is that 
there is no hope for a little man in the Columbia Basin any longer; 
there is absolutely no hope for people going out there as was envisioned 
by the people that sold that bill of goods to Congress, that a small 
man could go out any more on a family-size unit and make a living on 
the Columbia Basin project. 

Mr. Grecory. No, sir; I did not say that, and I did not mean to 
infer it. There are many types of crops to be crown, and there is 
still a great need for certain types of crops, which will make a man 
a very decent living on small units. Then again you might have a 

‘attle operation which, on a small unit would starve itself to death. 
It depends on the type of operation, sir, whether or not it is a small, 
middle-sized, or larger operation. We still have great need for small 
farms because of the need for various crops that will be grown on 
the small farms. 

Mr. Sartor. Then would not the answer to this problem be—not 
increasing the limitation, as has been suggested here in this bill, but 
have these big farmers get off of it, and sell their acreage to small 
groups who can make a living producing the kind of crops that you 
talk about ? 

Mr. Grecory. It just so happens that those kinds of crops are in 
the definite minority. I am speaking there of, perhaps, saperagus 
or strawberries, or something of that nature. But the general irriga 
tion-type cropping, such as sugar beets, or beans, or peas, and so forth, 
must necessarily have the larger type operation to exist. 

Mr. Saytor. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this question of all 
three gentlemen. It has to do with some testimony we heard here 
from Department witnesses with reference to the fact they feel there 
might be an increase in your ability to pay the costs of this project. 

In line with the questions of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, some 
of which I certainly agree with, would you oppose an increase in your 
payments for water and other costs that might be brought about 
through a readjustment of the schedules, if this | legislation is enacted ? 

Mr. Grecory. Do you wish for individual answers ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes; I would like individual answers from each of you, 
if you will. 

Mr. Grecory. I will start it out then, sir. There are some factors 
which would require that we give it considerable study insofar as the 
drainage problem is concerned. As has been brought out here before, 
the only money set up for drainage now is $8,176 000, and it has been 
brought to our attention that to effect full drainage for the entire 
project would cost in the neighborhood of $40 million. That could 
require some very deep study to see if perhaps the amount of con- 
struction paid back should be increased. 

Insofar as the present construction, notwithstanding drainage being 
concerned, the present ability to repay $85 is a very taxing thing, 
because the farmers out there today will find that the construction, on 
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top of the present operation and maintenance, which is twice the 
average operation and maintenance throughout the reclamation 
world—will find that those combined figures will be perhaps the straw 
that breaks the camel’s back. 

Mr. Sisk. You understand, Mr. Gregory, the point I am interested 
in is: If we grant this legislation, which as I understand it is going to 
improve your economic standing, if vou are called upon to make some 
increases in your payment, are we going to have you back here asking 
us to adjust that now ? 

In view of the fact the Department testified there is going to be an 
increase in drainage costs, and they are going to have to be assessed 
on the beneficiaries of the project, are you going to be in a position to 
pay those if you can operate under the increased acreage that would 
be granted under the new bill ’ 

Can you answer that question “Yes” or “No?” Do you think you 
could within a reasonable amount ¢ 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir. I would like to answer it this way, though: 
That if we can gain this increased acreage we are after, we might be 
able to pay back the $85. 

Mr. Asprnatn. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. The only question I have is of Mr. Gregory. 

On page 4 of your statement, you say: 

As you well know, Grand Coulee Dam power and the farmers on the project 
will repay the Government at 100 percent of cost of the dam and the project, 
plus interest. 

Is this a project in which the allocation for irrigation is reimburs- 
able with interest ? 

Mr. Greeory. The construction charge, as far as the farmers are 
concerned, is not reimbursable with interest. They pay a flat average 
of $85 an acre. Insofar as the power is concerned, sir, I would be 
speaking beyond my knowledge, except to say I do know that the 
power sales from the dam are far beyond the fondest dreams of any- 
body, and it is repaying back ahead of schedule. 

Mr. Urr. But they are not required to pay back the interest on the 
assigned allocation to farmers, are they ? 

Mr. Grecory. All I can say is the farmers do not pay interest. I do 
not know about the rest. 

Mr. Urr. That is the thing I was getting at, whether the farmer 
Was paying interest, and I wondered if this were a very special project. 

Mr. Grecory. Special in the extent, perhaps, that it could be said 
the farmer is paying originally 24 percent of the cost of construction 
costs of irrigation project works, whereas power sales are paying the 
rest. 

Mr. Urr. The farmer is not paying interest on his allocated costs? 

Mr. Grecory. The farmer is not paying interest on his allocated 
costs. 

Mr. Aspinatyi. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. And neither is the part that is allocated for irriga- 
tion repayable by power revenues paying interest. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 
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Mr. Sayxor. Did I understand you to say the estimate of the Bureau 
of Reclamation which the Bureau gave you in the first instance was 
$8 million ? 

Mr. Greeory. Eight million one hundred seventy-six thousand dol- 
lars, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. And they now tell you the estimate for drainage will 
be $40 million ? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. That is about right. You boys will get your feet really 
burned out there with the Bureau of Reclamation. That is about the 
way they lead you boys to the slaughter. They take you up on the high 
hills, and show you a beautiful picture of how little it will cost, and 
that happens every time you get into one of them. Brother, we are 
through back in the East. We pay more and more to bail the Bureau 
of Reclamation out. I think, Mr. Chairman, we had better take a new 
look at the whole picture. If it has gone up 500 percent on drainage, 
it has probably gone up 500 percent on everything else. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Urr. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. Sisk. I iat say that the Department witness testified yes- 
terday with reference to the fact they were going to have to have some 
additional drainage, but there is nothing to indicate in that statement 
that was not foreseen in the initial stages of the project. The only 
portion that was developed at the time, due to the size of the project, 
was $8 million worth. Now they are going to have to extend it due to 
the expansion of the project. 

Mr. Sartor. Oh, no. The $8 million, in all probability was for ull 
of it. 

Mr. Aspinati. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

The chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uxtiman. | see no excuse at this stage of the game for ques- 
tioning the project at Grand Coulee, because I have watched it very 
c losely over a number of years, and I have seen one of the outstanding 
srojects not only bring farmers to the soil in a productive manner, 
Dut create tremendous amounts of cheap power and industry in an 
area that was previously totally undeveloped. You have a great 
frontier and a great future. 

I also see no reason that you have to make excuses to come back 
here to attempt to modify legislation that was passed a number of 
years ago, because in my opinion we learn from experience. I believe 
that you men coming back here, living on the soil, are in an excellent 
position to tell us how we may modify the legislation to make this 
project work even better than it has in the past. So I commend you 
for so doing. 

I just want to ask a question or two of Mr. Driggs. It is your opin- 
ion that this legislation would lessen absenteeism? In other words, 
there would be less people that would be leasing and more people 
owning these lands? 

Mr. Drices. I am quite positive of that. 

Mr. Uttman. Would you purchase some of the lands you are now 
leasing? 

Mr. Driecs. I would attempt to. 

Mr. Utiman. You would attempt to purchase some of these lands 
and consolidate them with your present ownership. 
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Do you know of any opposition to this legislation in the basin / 
Mr. Driaes. No, I do not. 
Mr. Utiman. Are there any small operators that feel that maybe 

somebody is going to take advantage of them if this legislation is 

passed ¢ 

Mr. Drices. No, I have not heard. There are a few small operators, 
very much in the minority, that say that is all they want, one unit, 
which is perfectly all right if they like to farm that way on a smaller 
base. 

Mr. Utiman. If this legislation were passed, would it work in any 
Wav against those farmers? 

Mr. Driees. I do not see how. 

Mr. Uttman. They could still continue to farm their lands as they 
have in the past ? 

Mr. Driges. Yes. 

Mr. UttmMan. There would not be any way they could be forced out. 

That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatn. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I want to ask Mr. Gregory on question. You are 
president of the Quincy-Columbia Basin Trrigation District ? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curenowetru. How big is that district ? 

Mr. Grecory. It will comprise approximately 250,000 acres, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. How many individual operators and farmers are 
there in that district ? 

Mr. Grecory. Right now, sir, I believe there are around 1,200 to 
1,400, 

Mr. Cuenowernu. Twelve to fourteen hundred ? 

Mr. Gregory. Yes. 

Mr. CnenowetH. What is the general attitude among those farmers? 
Are they pretty well satisfied with the operations there, or is there 
considerable unrest ? 

Mr. Grecory. Considerable unrest, yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. What is causing that / 

Mr. Grecory. They just simply are not making a living. 

Mr. Cnenowetn. Due to the limitations? 

Mr. Greeory. Yes, sir. They are having to rent ground to supple- 
ment their one-farm unit they can own, and they are sending the 
gravy off of that farm toa landlord. 

Mr. Cuenowetrn. You feel then if we remove the limitation it would 
bring about a more favorable situation ? 

Mr. Grecory. Very definitely, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. How long have you been working on this legisla- 
tion’ When did the need first arise? 

Mr. Grecory. We of the joint irrigation boards, and the Columbia 
Basi Commission started approximately 2 years ago, sir. 

Mr. Curnowern. How many districts are there similar to the one 
you represent ? 

Mr. Grecory. Two others—the east district and the south district. 

Mr. Curnowetn. Are they about the same size as yours? 

Mr. Greeory. About the same size; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowertn. Were they started at the same time? 

Mr. Grecory. Well, no. The district which I represent actually 
started first because it was closest to the source of water, and then the 









: 
| 





78 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


east district received some water, and now the south district has been 
getting water for some time. 

Mr. Crenoweru. There are about 1,400 individual farmers in your 
district ? 

Mr. Grecory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuxnowetn. How many would you say there are in the other 
two! 

Mr. Grecory. I do not know, sir, except I do know last year there 
were 2.783 farmers that drew water and raised crops in the whole 
project. 

Mr. Cuenowern. How many ? 

Mr. Grecory. Twenty-seven hundred and eighty-three. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. That number included your 1,400 ¢ 

Mr. Greeory. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. You have the largest district ? 

Mr. Gregory. At the present time. 

Mr. Cnenowertr. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asvinatu. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your contribu- 
tion tothe committee, 

Our colleague, Mr. Magnuson, has sent in another statement from 
Earl Terwilleger, which is a very short statement. Unless there is an 
objection, it will be madea part of the record at this place. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EARL TERWILLEGER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Earl Terwilleger. 
I live on and own an 84-acre farm near Warden in the east central portion of the 
Columbia Basin project. I am an elected director of the East Columbia Basin 
Irrigation District. The farmers in our district and in the Columbia Basin project 
really appreciate the fine reception that our Representatives and other Members 
of Congress have given our plea for a change in the Columbia Basin Project Act. 

This statement is respectfully submitted in support of our request that the act 
be changed so that the people can have enough land to make a decent standard 
of living. Our farms are only part-time farms and most of the people have to 
work off the land to support themselves, That is one thing you cannot do and 
be a successful farmer. You have to have a job on the farm 12 months of the 
year. You need to have a livestock program—cattle, hogs, or sheep, to fill in 
this time and on an 80-acre place you cannot have enough stock to follow good 
soil conservation practices, with crop rotations. 

On a good livestock program you need from 240 to 320 acres. You must have 
enough land in pasture to feed them 5 to 6 months and enough in hay and grain 
to feed them over the 6 winter months. If you have to buy the feed, you're licked 
before you start. An acre of good pasture will support 2 to 3 cows and their calves 
during the summer. On this basis, 80 acres of pasture would support about 150 
cows, and, with a 95 percent calf crop, about 142 head of yearlings would take 
an additional 80 acres the next year. This would he 160 acres in pasture. ‘Then 
comes hay and grain. 292 head of cattle will use the hay and grain from not less 
than 100 acres. This leaves you only 60 acres out of 320 that you can use for row 
crops for quick cash. You can row-crop land for about 2 years and then you 
have to change to something else. In about 5 years you should plow in a green 
manure crop and rest the land. 

If you have only a small piece of land, like most of our farm units on the 
project, and you have a crop failure, for any reason, including bad prices, you 
cannot recover and get back on your feet, even with a good year. 

Another thing—you cannot get any financing on lots of our small farms. I 
have a neighbor living close to me with a 72-acre unit. He cannot get financing 
from the banks, insurance companies or the FHA. This same farmer was told by 
an insurance company that they would finance him if he could get more land in 
his farm. 
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For these reasons, I ask you to pass a bill as soon as possible so that each 
individual may own and get water for up to 160 irrigable acres. 


Mr. ASPINALL. The other witnesses who were to appear at this 
time—Mr. Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director, American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

There is no time, Mr. Triggs. Do you have a statement! 

Mr. Trices. Am I correct 1m assui ng you have to adjourn shortly / 

Mr. Asprnatn. Right now. We have no time for any oral statement. 
Do you have a statement / 

. TRIGG 2 would | ike to file r the re ‘ord — and will Sup- 
sda nt with letters to the me aan rs of the committ 

Mr. Asprnauy. Thank you, very much. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


ACREAGE LIMITATION PROVISISONS OF THE COLUMBIA Bastn ProvgeEctT Act, 
STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, PRESENTED BY MAT’! 
Triaas. ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR 


The American Farm Bureau Federation respectfully recommends that the 
Columbia Basin Project Act be amended to provide that the acreage limitation 
provisions of the Reclamation Act of 1902 shall be applicable to farms in the 
Columbia Basin project. 

The record of the hearings before Assistant Secretary of the Interior Aandah! 
in the project area January 3, 4 and 5, 1957, provide compelling evidence that 
under present day farming conditions most of the farm units in the project do 
not constitute economic sized units providing efficient utilization of the labor, 
management, and equipment resources of the farm operator. 

The hearing record contains evidence that 2,408 farm units were served 
with water in 1955. Of these 2,408 units, only 837 were owner operated; the 
balance of 1,571 units were operated by lessees. Clearly the intent of the act to 
encourage owner-operated farms has not been accomplished. It also appears 
clear that the large percentage of tenant-operated farms arises from the fact 
that a single-farm unit is inadequate to support the overhead and equipment 
necessary for efficient farming under current conditions. This will become in- 
creasingly so with each passing year. American agriculture 
technological revolution of unprecedeted scope. 
hour is increasing 6 percent per vear. 

We believe the owners of the land in the Columbia Basin area should have 
the opportunity, if they so desire, to increase their ownership of land to the 
Same extent as provided landowners in other reclamation projects. 

We therefore respectfully recommend the approval of legislation by the com 
mittee to so amend the provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act. The 


opportunity of expressing the views of the American Farm Bureau Federation 
in this connection is appreciated. 


is undergoing a 
Average productivity per man 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1957. 
Re acreage limitation provisions of the Columbia Basin Project Act. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL. 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. 


DEAR MR. ASPINALL: We would like to supplement the statement we have filed 


with the subcommittee in snpport of the enactment of bills by Congressmen 
Magnuson and Holmes to revise the present acreage limitations of the Columbia 
Basin Project Act. 

For a number of years the United States Department of Agriculture has been 
making an annual study of farm costs and returns on commercial family-oper- 
ated farms by type and location. The 1955 report (Agricultural Information 
Bulletin No. 158) covers 27 major farm types of which 23 are reported to be 
average commercial family-operated farms of a particular type located within 
comparatively homogeneous farming areas. Of the 23, 5 are sheep or cattle 








80 COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 


ranching operations. The average acreages of land shown for the remaining 18 
classes of family-type farming operations are as follows: 


Average 
acreage of 

Dairy farms: farmland 

I i, «id on ec chetscnslbsne ss uenindl Seema eieeeeracebene ce tiail wa lei acces 201 

Eastern Wisconsin____-_ sins ei ci sap aia a ig acai cs cocaine neat ce alae ae 127 

weeenner we secon Fn ee ee oe ees a See 143 
Corn Belt farms: 

NOR hg 8 os i ep acc ln Reno abana se hee dene 163 

i anette ilies pe si eet Mie haloes eg Ic 218 

i il sac ns crthcam thee caliaasenetgpimnsntoaaeeaptt adamant eraelen 199 

ke | eh aa Sees AY RB ee eS ae ec 230 
Tobacco farms: 

Zumeccetivestock (Koentuc®y soe hee Ws eee es 116 

enti, A DEGREE CANIN Dg 5c ci.cs acticin eiedmsinicom ota Slastnin ca acetic ected 100 
Cotton farms: 

I a as a 177 

I Nn ch Sed eer chen redaction eines occ ne 171 

eee Se TE NSMe. 4 MR ONS Po ee ee 370 

fae Deen. Dea... (ivtigated ) pec eee ede tae 314 
Spring wheat farms (Northern Plains) : 

REL LE LEE Ne PRA IES S RAY IEE LE LOE Ve 690 

I i alr eee dae al arma tier dieses ocean 480 

FRR RE UIRUNION 2 Sentiratg ecg tcie each mk airs need ete ep ether ns epee Sen T70 
Winter wheat farms: 

I asa ellis ate a eeentgumm an anias ter etna 714 

Wheat-pea (Washington and Idaho) ____--____-~ Ser ite Meera caine 536 


Columbia Basin farmers must, in the long run, be prepared to compete, cost- 
wise, with these farms. They cannot be expected to compete successfully if 
they do not have a large enough unit to support the machinery needed for modern 
technological farming. 

It is, of course, true that the farms listed in the above table are not entirely 
comparable, in that most of them are not irrigated. They are, however, efficient 
producing farms in specific production areas. 

The family farm is not disappearing—it is the backbone of American agricul- 
ture. But it is growing in size and it is being mechanized to an increasing 
extent. 

We believe that Columbia Basin farm operators should have the opportunity 
to reasonably expand their ownership so as to become and remain competitive 
with farmers in other areas. 

Very sincerely, 
Matt TRiG6s, 
Assistant Legislative Director. 


Mr. Asprnatu. I understand, Mr. Welsh, you have a statement you 
wish to file. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMm E. WetsH (secretary-manager, National Reclamation 
Association). I would appreciate it if 1 might have the statement 
inserted in the record. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is objection, the statement will be in- 
serted in the record. 

We also have statements from Darrell Dunn of the Farmers Home 
Administration; Roy Battles of the National Grange; Art Garton, 
assistant director of conservation and development, State of Wash- 
ington; and letters from Frank T. Bell, of Ephrata, Wash., and A. R. 
Chase of Ephrata, Wash. Without objection these statements will be 
made a part of the record at this point, also. 

The House is now in session, and the committee stands adjourned 
until further call of the chair. 

(The statement of Mr. Welsh, the letter from Mr. Dunn, and the 
letters previously ordered inserted at this point by the committee 
follow :) 
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STATEMENT PERTAINING TO LAND-LIMITATION PROVISIONS OF THE COLUMBIA 
BASIN Progect Act By WILLIAM EB. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


For more than a decade the members of the National Reclamation Association 
have been vitally concerned with the question of land limitation as provided by 
Federal reclamation law on reclamation projects. 

Numerous committees have spent many hours of study, work, and effort in 
order to find a proper solution to modify and modernize the land-limitation laws. 
It is generally recognized that farming conditions of today are entirely different 
from the conditions that existed at the time of the enactment of the National 
Reclamation Project Act in 1902. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, STATE OF WASILINGTON 


The situation on the Columbia Basin project is much more difficult than it is 
on other reclamation projects because of the size of the farm unit which has 
been established on that project. In order to set forth the situation on the Colum- 
bia Basin project, we are submitting herewith a speech by W. A. Galbraith, 
chairman of the Columbia Basin Commission, which was delivered at the last 
annual convention of our association in Salt Lake City, Utah, in November 1956: 

“On the Columbia Basin in the State of Washington, we are developing the 
largest irrigation project up to the present time and, while this is going to be a 
highly successful project, we are running into some problems which must be 
solved and solved quickly. 

“As most of you know, the Columbia Basin project was set up as an alleged 
model project, but with peculiar regulations and schemes of regimentation 
unknown anywhere else throughout the irrigated West, and while the thinking 
at the time they set up this project might have been high and noble, their plans, 
which a Congress put into law, just are not working and corrections must be 
made. 

“T want to warn you that these needed corrections should be of great concern 
to all people interested in reclamation and future reclamation, even though the 
acute suffering from these rigid restrictions is local in nature. 

“This should be of concern to everyone in favor of continued reclamation 
because the magnitude of the Columbia Basin project and the widespread 
publicity it has received has focused the eyes of the Nation, particularly Congress 
and the opponents of reclamation, on us, and as we go, so probably will go the 
future of reclamation. If this project fails, the opponents of reclamation will 
receive their strongest ammunition. They will point to this and say, ‘I told you 
so, reclamation won't work,’ but if we succeed, their arguments will be greatly 
weakened. 

“Our main problems now are the unnecessarily rigid and limited land owner- 
ship regulation, financing and the lack of adequate crop allocations. 

“Correct the land ownership regulation so that we receive the same rights and 
privileges but no more than those on any other Federal project, and our most 
serious problem will be eliminated, and with that will come the easing of other 
problems. 

“The Columbia Basin is strapped with a land ownership regulation applied to 
that project alone, ruling that a family, not an individual, can own only one 
farm unit so designated by bureaucratic planners to be an economical family- 
sized farm. These average 75.9 acres each, and were set up at a time when 
farming and economic conditions were far from what they are now and farming 
operations were so different that they hardly are recognizable now. 

“The small farm units are not working out. Even if they were right at the 
time the program was set up, they are not right now, and even those who planned 
them thought at the time that changes might be necessary in the future. That 
future is here and we are having trouble getting the needed corrections. 

“We are strapped with horse and buggy regulations in a mechanized age. 

“When this farm unit system was set up the dollar was worth far more than 
it is today. Then a farmer could operate his farm with a $200 team of horses. 
Now he must have a tractor, or maybe 2 tractors, costing anywhere from $2,800 
to $6,000 each. He has to have trucks and power-drawn equipment to put himself 
in a position to compete with producers elsewhere, or go out of business. His 
equipment costs him from 6 to 8 times as much as it did a few years ago. His 
taxes have soared tremendously from the time this planning was made and now. 
Even his income tax exemptions are less. 
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“The same rising costs and the economic hardships extend all down the line. 

“The machinery that a farmer on the Columbia Basin must have to farm a 
single unit, averaging 75.9 acres, is capable of handling twice as much land, but 
the Government says the farmer cannot own any more land. As a result, the 
farmer has to go out and lease land wherever he can find it, or get an off-the-farm 
job for himself or his wife to bring in enough income to pay the interest on his 
farm investment and live. 

“That leasing is a way sought by many to solve the problem is evident by the 
fact that on our 2,580 farms cropped last year, there were only 1,600 operators. 
So almost 900 of our farms were operated under lease or some other rental ar- 
rangements, and no one can say that is a healthy condition. The operator will 
farm his leased land ruthlessly, paying no attention to soil-building crops or 
conservation practices on anything but his own land. If this condition con- 
tinues, a large portion of the land will deteriorate. 

“Our financing problem is severe in many instances. Naturally, the develop- 
ment of a new area in which the sagebrush must be cleared from soil that has 
been unproductive for centuries and the land leveled so water will run across 
it, are tasks that those who are established with an income elsewhere will not 
want to take unto themselves. So it is the younger people who must do this work 
and pull themselves up by their bootstraps. They do not have the money to 
do that. They have to borrow to develop and operate the units they own and 
the units they lease, but they cannot borrow on leased land and cannot borrow 
enough on the land they own to set up an economical operation and prospects 
of paying out. 

“There are cases where even the Farmers’ Home Administration has had to 
turn down applications for loans because the farmer has insufficient land to 
justify the loan he needs for operation. Under these small farms, his per unit 
cost of production, in view of the fact he has to have enough machinery to 
farm twice as much land, are too high to give hope of repaying the loan. 

“If our people could own land in the same volume as irrigation farmers else- 
where, the lending base would be expanded to the benefit of the Government which 
must have repayment of this project, to the economy of the area, and to the in- 
dividual farm families. Insurance companies and others have shied away due to 
the small acreage permitted. 

“Even the Bureau of Reclamation admitted in testimony on a hearing on a 
bill to change the farm ownership regulations, that in setting up the Columbia 
Basin project, the thinking was to establish minimum adequate farms instead 
of maximum adequate farms. Even the Bureau agrees that there must be some 
changes. 

“Tt just isn’t in the picture for farmers on the Columbia Basin, or anywhere 
else on new lands, to come out with the standard of living, the profit and enough 
to lay aside any money for retirement on the present small units. And up in the 
State of Washington, we believe the farmers are another form of businessmen, 
entitled to the same standards of living, the vacations and the right to profit as 
anyone else. We do not believe they should be restricted to a mere subsistence. 

“Even the economists for the Government and others figure the net on the 
average basin farm will be $2,316. That is too small a margin and is insufficient 
to eare for a family under present conditions, let alone pay for the education of 
children, medical expenses, and to set aside something for a rainy day. A crop 
failure or any other disaster would mean the end to many farmers. 

“It is impossible to develop a Columbia Basin farm for less than $25,000 to 
$30,000. The interest alone on that becomes a staggering figure. All the time 
the operator is using equipment which is the same and costs as much as that used 
by anyone else on 80 acres and competing with producers who have no greater 
investment using this equipment on 160 acres or more. Both groups are com- 
peting for the same market, but we on the Columbia Basin have the added 
obstacle of smaller farms with the resultant higher per unit cost of producing, 
plus the more difficult financing problems because we do not have sufficient land 
to justify necessary loans. 

“All we are asking for is just what every other Federal irrigation project 
farmers have. That is, 160 acres in a single ownership. We have asked for no 
special privileges, but we do ask that we be removed from this discrimination. 

“There is no other project so restricted in land ownership, but if this condition 
is permitted to exist here, who can say that such regulations will not be im- 
posed on future projects? We sought legislation to correct this in the last ses- 
sion of Congress, but the bill did not get out of committee. 


' 





ah tte o> ot. 











COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 83 


“We believe it behooves the whole irrigated West to help bring about a cor- 
rection in the Columbia Basin and those who assist will not be helping only us, 
but the whole future of reclamation.” 

In view of the critical situation that exists on the Columbia Basin project, a 
Washington State delegation presented the following resolution, which was 
unanimously adopted, at our Salt Lake City convention. 


RESOLUTION NO. 20, CORRECTING SUBSTANDARD UNITS 


“Whereas the National Reclamation Association recognizes that under special 
project laws the Bureau of Reclamation has established in certain areas small 
substandard farm units of uneconomic size, many of which are under 50 acres; 
and 

“Whereas, changing economic conditions make it impossible for settlers on these 
projects to have a suitable standard of living; and 

“Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation is planning other projects in the West 
with similar units which are substandard in size: Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the National Reclamation Association sponsor and support 
legisiation to correct these existing laws and that the National Reclamation As- 
sociation sponsor and support legislation that will prevent other projects of the 
Western States from being handicapped by farm unit acreages smaller than 
those provided for in the basic Reclamation Act of 1902.” 


PRESIDENT JACKSON’S STATEMENT 


Referring to a hearing to be held by the Department of the Interior relating 
to this question on the Columbia Basin project, National Reclamation Associa- 
tion president, Guy C. Jackson, Jr., in a letter to Mr. Hubert H. Walter, Admin- 
istrative Assistant, Columbia Basin Commission, dated December 26, 1956, 
stated: 

“* * * Tt is my sincere hope that these hearings will bring to light the un- 
workable regulations which are now imposed on the project. While visiting in 
the State of Washington, this summer, this situation was brought to my atten- 
tion and, of course, I had heard about it both prior to my summer visit and sub- 
sequent to that time. No doubt the hearings will bring out the unworkable part 
of the regulations thereby enabling the proper authorities to correct same.” 

As further evidence of the feeling on the part of the National Reclamation As- 
sociation with respect to the question of land limitations, I am submitting here- 
with the report of the NRA Land Limitation Committee which was also sub- 
mitted to the Salt Lake City convention. 


NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCTATION REPORT OF THE LAND LIMITATIONS 
COM MITTEE 


“Mr. Chairman, the subject of the application of the land limitation provisions 
of the reclamation laws to projects which furnish water to privately owned lands 
has been on the agenda of the meetings of the National Reclamation Association 
for at least a dozen years. It has been the subject of much oratory and debate 
on the floor of the conventions, and it has been the subject of numerous resolu- 
tions which have been adopted from year to year. Special committees and 
standing committees have been appointed from time to time for the purpose of 
studying and analyzing the problems, and on several occasions earnest but un- 
successful attempts have been made to secure amendments of these laws by the 
Congress. 

“The last serious effort of this kind occurred during the 1954 session of the 
Congress under the gnidance of a committee of this association consisting of Mr. 
Jertherg of California, Mr. Breitenstein of Colorado, the late Mr. Breck Moran 
of Wyoming, and Judge Sturrock of Texas as chairman. The report of that 
committee at the 1954 meeting in Portland disclosed the great effort which was 
made, the vast amount of time which was devoted to the project, and its legis- 
lative history. It will be recalled that the effort did not succeed. 

“The next important development was the introduction of an amendment of 
these provisions in the Small Projects Act which began its course through the 
Congress in the early part of 1955. In February of that year your committee, 
which was then composed as at present, met with Under-Secretary Davis and 
other officials of the Department of the Interior and concluded that the best 
course to follow was to watch developments in connection with the Small Proj- 
ects Act and await the outcome of that pending legislation. 
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“As you all know, the Small Projects Act was adopted by the 2d session of the 
84th Congress in the summer of 1956. It was approved by the President on the 


6th day of August and became Public Law 984. The significant provisions of h 
that statute for our present purposes is a portion of section 5 (c), which provides n 
that the repayment obligation shall carry interest at the going rate for outstand- 7 
ing long-term United States bonds on ‘that pro rata share of the loan which is ; 


attributable to furnishing irrigation benefits in each particular year to land held 
in private ownership by any one owner in excess of 160 irrigable acres.’ - 
“This is, so far as the committee is aware, the first relaxation of the acreage 


limitation laws in any general statute enacted by the Congress. It is of great I 
significance and its effect should be carefully studied and considered. 

“The second important development during the last session of the Congress was 
the adoption of a slight modification of this provision in the act authorizing the 
Washoe Reclamation Project in Nevada and California, approved August 1, 1956 1 
(Public Law 858). That authorization act contains in section 2 (b) a provision 


with regard to the payment of interest on the pro rata share attributable to excess 
lands in each particular year, but it contains a qualification that the payment for 
such excess lands ‘shall not exceed an amount equal to the increased payment 
eapacity of the excess lands, as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, 
resulting from the supplemental water supply.’ 

“The Congress has on several occasions incorporated either outright exemp- 
tions or various modifications of the land-limitation provisions in acts authoriz- 
ing individual projects, but this particular modification in this authorization 
act is especially important because is adopts for a large project the formula con- 
tained in the Small Projects Act. In fact, the Washoe Project Act is even more 
favorable to excess landowners than the Small Projects Act because it permits the 
interest obligations to be relaxed if it imposes an undue burden on the excess 
lands. 

“In the light of these important and recent developments your committee 
believes that the time may now be at hand for another effort to secure a general 
i modification of the excess-land provisions of the reclamation laws. Your com- 
mittee therefore recommends that your president appoint a committee to pursue 
‘| this subject and take such action thereon during the ensuing year as your board 
of direetors may authorize or approve.” 

In view of the serious and critical situation that exists on the Columbia Basin 
project, we earnestly request that this question be given favorable consideration 
in order that the landowners on the project may have a farm adequate to make 
it possible for them to make a satisfactory living for themselves and their families. 





COMMENTS CONCERNING THE EFFECT OF THE SIZE OF FARM UNITS IN THE COLUMBIA 
BasIN ON THE FARMERS’ HOME ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM 


(By Darrell Dunn, Farmers’ Home Administration) 


The Farmers’ Home Administration’s regular lending program deals pri- 

marily with financing operators of full-time family-type farms. This agency is 
therefore in favor of reasonable adjustments of the size of units in the Columbia 
Basin which would enable farm families to be fully and productively employed on 
their own farm units. Mechanization of agriculture and present-day economic 
conditions cause many farm operators to need somewhat larger units than those 
needed some years ago if they are to be successful in the farming business. 

A considerable number of applications for Farmers’ Home Administration loans 
have been rejected in the Columbia Basin, primarily because of the inadequacy 
of the land resources available to the settler. There are, of sourse, other reasons 
why loans could mot be made to some applicants in that area such as lack of 
farming experience and lack of resources other than land. 

Our experience with a considerable number of applicants for loans in the 
Columbia Basin indicates that a lack of sufficient acreage of good land on some 
units had not been properly compensated for through the provision of additional 
acreage which would make the farm unit suitable for an acceptable system of 
farming which could and would be followed by the settler. Even though the 
Farmers’ Home Administration has followed the policy of requiring settlers who 
are to receive loans to have substantial resources in the form of cash or operating 
eapital to assure a sound operation, a considerable number after receiving 
loans have sought employment off the farm at least part time or have rented 
additional land to offset the limited size of their farming business. 











COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT ACT AMENDMENT 85 


We are fully aware of the recommendations made at the recent land limitation 
hearings in the Columbia Basin. However, our experience with a considerable 
number of borrowers in this and other reclamation areas indicates that settlers 
with larger units can utilize their labor and equipment more profitably and pro- 
vide a sound basis for the financing of their farm and farming operations. In 
making this statement it is fully recognized that settlers face many problems in 
any new area such as the Columbia Basin, and that adjustments in the size 
of units will not solve all of these problems or enable the Farmers’ Home Ad- 
ministration to make loans to all applicants. 


NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1957. 
Re H. R. 4802 


Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: The National Grange is desirous of sup- 
porting, in principle, the realistic enlargement of farm acreage on the Columbia 
Basin project, in the State of Washington, as substantially provided for in 
House bill 4802. We urge approval of legislation by your subcommittee, the 
full committee, and the House itself that will accomplish this. 

We feel that it would be desirable that the language of this bill, as finally re- 
ported by the committee, be drafted so as to conform substantially to that in 
Senate bill 1482, which we understand was passed on the floor of the Senate by 
unanimous vote on March 18, 1957. 

The National Grange has historically supported the family sized and family 
operated farm. We believe that the farmers on the Columbia Basin project 
should have the same opportunity accorded other farmers in the reclamation 
West, and we believe that the bill now before your committee will achieve, in 
large measure, this end. In this connection, we respectfully call your attention 
to the fact that while ownerships are permitted up to 160 irrigable acres on 
almost all other reclamation projects, that H. R. 4802 stays below this limit in 
allowing a maximum of only 320 irrigable acres per family, which includes 
parents and all children under the age of 18. 

Respectfully yours, 
Roy Batties, Assistant to the Master. 


STATEMENT BY Hon. ArT GARTON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT, STATE OF WASHINGTON, AND EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, COLUMBIA 
BASIN COMMISSION, STATE OF WASHINGTON, PERTAINING TO LAND LIMITATION 
LEGISLATION, NAMELY, HousE BILt No. 4802 


Mr. Chairman, the Columbia Basin Act of 1943, provided a very detailed 
program of acreage limitation for the Columbia Basin irrigation project in 
Washington State. At that time, the farm economy of the Nation was at a 
high level. The problem of providing irrigation for a million acres of land in 
an area where the cost of the construction of the irrigation facilities would 
be far in excess of the amount a farmer could repay to the Federal Government, 
was a new venture for the United States Congress, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the people of the State of Washington. Had it not been for the tremendous 
volume of hydroelectric power from Grand Coulee Dam being available to pro- 
vide finacial assistance, the project could never have been developed. 

The people at the State level and Federal level were quite concerned about 
the acreage limitation for the project, because they felt that here would be 
one of the last opportunities, on a large scale, to provide a program of establishing 
a farm home. At the time of the initiation of this project, I was chairman of 
the Columbia Basin Commission, and I am certain that we reflected the senti- 
ments of the people of our State, when we advocated that Congress provide 
this project authorization to the Bureau of Reclamation and included in the 
authorization a provision whereby the Bureau would provide an economical 
unit for the settlers of the project, rather than complying with the 1902 act. 
Since that time the methods of financing, the gradual decline of gross return for 
agricultural products, and the tremendous increased cost of production, have 
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brought about a very urgent need for the Congress to revise the acreage limitation, 
whereby more acreage may be made available to the individual, in order to carry 
out the original intent of maintaining a farm home. 

At the present time the settlement of the project is keeping step with the 
construction program and the Bureau of Reclamation have more than adequate 
supply of people desiring to settle the land as fast as water is available. They 
are unanimous in the opinion that more acreage must be made available if they 
are to be successful after investing their capital in cooperation with the Govern- 
ment on the project. The change of policy by the Bureau of Reclamation as 
recorded in the Senate hearings on the subject of acreage limitation for the 
project, is in our opinion at the State level, expressing the true sentiments 
of the farmers now operating farms on the Columbia Basin project, as well as 
practically all groups interested in reclamation within our State. 

Providing the settlers of this project the same acreage as other Federal 
reclamation projects, will go a long way toward solving the farm home problem 
on Columbia Basin. The Legislature of the State of Washington, being aware 
of the need for a change in the acreage limitation, have amended the State 
Columbia Basin Act, permitting whatever acreage the Federal law may be 
amended to include for the individual farmer up to the limitations of the 1902 
Federal act. The bill is on the Governor’s desk and we are expecting his approval 
within the next few days. 

As a State official to some degree responsible for the original acreage limitation 
program, I assure you that the experience of the past few years has proven 
our judgment to be in error and I wholeheartedly recommend that the Congress 
correct this situation by passing Congressman Magnuson’s legislation permitting 
the acreage on the Columbia Basin project to be increased to the limitation of 
the Federal act of 1902. 


EPHRATA, WASH., January 18, 1957. 
Hon. CLatr ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Interior Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: In regard to the forthcoming committee hear- 
ings concerning the Columbia Basin project, I would like to submit the following: 

My name is Frank T. Bell of Ephrata, Wash., and I have been a resident of 
Grant County since 1906. Mrs. Bell and I own and operate farm unit 8 in block 
73 on the Columbia Basin project. As one of the originators of the Columbia 
Basin project, I have actively and vigorously given of my time and money to 
work for the project for more than 38 years. In union with the others who 
worked so diligently for such a project, I disposed of my excess lands in accord- 
ance with the terms of the Columbia Basin Project Act because I believe very 
strongly in the concept of the maximum number of family farm opportunities 
that. has been the basic objective over the years. I do not believe in exploiting 
public resources of water and power and land to make a few large landowners 
very rich. Over a period of time, I am convinced that the family sized farm 
will be best for our State and for the project. Of course, the family enterprise 
must be financially sound to succeed. 

With the cost-price squeeze on the farmers these past couple years, we may 
be forgetting that there have been good years and there will be good years in 
the future. Another thing that many of the Columbia Basin project farmers fail 
to fully take into consideration as they total up the year’s business is that the 
money which they have expended is represented by the increased capital gain of 
their farm as it matures through the development years. When we conceived 
this irrigation project, we did not think that a man would be able to pay off on 
his debts the first few years that he was on the farm. It must be remembered 
that the majority of land now under cultivation has been in production less than 
5 years. A person cannot expect to pay for 80 acres or more of land with all 
its improvements such as leveling, housing, farm buildings, and machinery neces- 
sary to farm it in such a short time. It would be more reasonable to assume 
that a 25-year-old man would pay off the debts connected with the setting up of 
his farm in a period of about 25 years. This would make him 50 years old with 
a capital asset valued at today’s prices of $25,000 to $50,000, depending upon 
his type of operation. Where, may I ask, will you find a man working for wages 
or operating a small business that expects 'to do as much in 25 years. 

It isn’t likely that more land will resolve all the problems that have been 
besieging the individual farmers on the Columbia Basin project. What is needed 
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is a little more flexibility in the allowable ownership pattern and a big improve- 
ment in the long-term borrowing opportunities. 

I think that the farm unit pattern that has been used throughout the project 
is proving to be quite satisfactory. In those cases where actual experience 
demonstrates that farm unit boundary changes should be made, the Bureau of 
Reclamation has authority to make them. There were quite a few small farm 
units laid out because of one reason or another. These small units can be con- 
solidated or other changes made when it is determined that new boundaries 
should follow a new drain or some other feature not previously taken into con- 
sideration. I have the utmost confidence that the Bureau of Reclamation would 
endeavor to make the revisions or changes when they are needed if the farmer 
or farmers concerned would consult with them regarding a change. One of the 
major problems is to educate the farmers into using the facilities at their dis- 
posal. The records indicate that the farm unit size pattern has been increased 
every year and the indication is that if the project is left to develop as it is now 
doing, eventually the family size farm unit will be of sufficient size to provide 
a suitable income and still be within the boundaries or limitations of the Project 
Act. The only size limitations we now have on the project are commonsense and 
the 160-acre limitation. 

I firmly believe that the average well-qualified farmer could make a decent 
living on most of the farm units if he could handle the financial burdens. It 
appears to me that his limitation at the present time is not the size of his unit, 
but the credit which is available to him. However, in competing in today’s 
agricultural market, the farmers starting out to develop an irrigated farm on 
the Columbia Basin project have experienced quite a bit of trouble which might 
be alleviated if they could spread the depreciation and other investment costs 
over 100 irrigated acres or more. 

Because so many benefits have been derived from the farm unit layout con- 
cept, I do not believe we should depart from it but do feel that the ownership 
limitations of the Preject Act should be eased a little so that a farm family 
might own 2 farm units so long as the aggregate irrigated acres of the 2 did not 
exceed the basic 160-acre limitation. To explain this last item, the Project Act 
authorizes farm units of from 10 to 160 irrigated acres, thus, under my pro- 
posal, a farm family living on the land might own 2 such units and they would 
never exceed the 160 acres per person as long as the husband and wife have the 
community property rights under Washington State law. A single man or corpo- 
ration or other qualified owner might own 2 small farm units of not more than 
160 irrigated acres in the 2. 

T also believe that the veteran settler arrangements as they are now operating 
should not be tampered with. Permit the veteran settler the right to buy one 
farm unit as in the past, but if he has the initiative and capital, raise the ceiling 
from him by permitting him to acquire and own and operate a second unit if he 
ean do so and remain financially stable. For those who wish to operate 400 or 
500-acre spreads, let them lease land in excess of 2 units from the absentee owners 
or others who want to risk their valuable land resources by leasing them. 

In summation, I would say that I propose that we keep the Columbia Basin 
project under the unit concept but allow each farm family that is financially 
able and living on the land, to have a second unit, just so the total irrigable 
acreage under its ownership would not exceed the basic 160-acre limitation of 
reclamation law. 

Respectfully submitted. 

FRANK T. BELL. 


EPHRATA, WASH., March 13, 1957. 
In re H. R. 4802—A bill to amend certain }/rovisions of the Columbia Basin Act 
Hon. CLA ENGLE, 
Chairman of the Insular and Interior Committee of the House, 
and Other Members of the Congress of the United States: 

I am enclosing a letter to you that I wrote to Congressman Magnuson but 
delayed sending. Since returning home I have obtained a copy of his bill already 
submitted. Most of the people I know are astounded at the prospect that the 
settlement of the Columbia Basin and the purposes of the original act may be 
so completely dynamited. The original purpose of the act was to offer farming 
opportunities for a large number of young farmers and veterans who are hungry 
for a farm family unit. Such a precipitate action as throwing the Columbia 
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Basin Irrigation Project open to big farming for individuals and corporations 
ean destroy the purpose of the act. 

I believe that your committee should thoroughly investigate this situation, if 
possible by a personal visit before acting. 

Are the proponents of this bill pressuring it through Congress to protect some 
owners who hold land illegally? The Quincy Irrigation Board has asked a delay 
in submitting the form which the landowner signs as to his ownership to secure 
reclamation water. 

Will the amendment really help to solve the farm cost-price squeeze? 

How about the other projects which are doing well on units averaging smaller 
than those in the Columbia Basin? 

Will the small unit farmers who really need more land benefit, or is it a 
device to enable some wealthy landowners and corporations to get legal possession 
and title to large acreages? 

Does anyone honestly believe that a farm family needs 240 or 320 acres of 
highly productive land in this irrigation project to make a suitable living—I 
have a friend who owns a 76-acre class 1 farm in the Quincy District and he 
states his share of the rent has averaged $300 per month ever since it was 
irrigated in 1953 (one of the better ones, of course; 20 percent of his invest- 
ment and he says 20 percent per year capital gains). 

Adding the cost of interest to the taxpayers, of construction costs to the power 
users, and added taxes for roads, schools, etc. (not counting other subsidies for 
crops) is it worth the estimated cost of a quarter million dollars to set up 1 
wealthy farmer on 320 acres of Columbia Basin land? 

Why doesn’t your committee delay definite action on this bill until you have 
the report of the Department of Agriculture on an economic survey of farms in 
the Columbia Basin? It is about completed and is now being assembled. Only 
a few farmers testified at the hearings. Of course, everyone wants more land 
but talk with them privately about this 320-acre deal and most of them will see 
how unfair it is. 

Do you realize that most of these men can’t buy extra land unless they get 
extra capital and have land already “nailed down.” Very little of the best land 
is for sale and they would have to run heavily in debt or break the antispeculation 
provision. 

How about the hundreds of veterans who had to sell all land exceeding 10 
acres to qualify? Also the landowners who were compelled to give up excess 
land to honestly qualify for water? Don't forget that some are already eyeing 
the court of claims. 

Isn’t it odd that the Columbia Basin Act is being jettisoned by the machinery 
set up by the act to develop a program designed to help farmers who need a 
family farm, the “backbone” of American democracy, 

I believe our congressional and senatorial delegations have greatly misinter- 
preted the demand and that the reclamation people need more cooperation from 
Congress. 

I am enclosing newspaper material and my identification letter to the chairman 
of your committee. 

Very truly yours, 


A. R. CHASE. 


P. S.—I would like to meet your committee but have no expense fund, such as 
indicated in the enclosed clipping. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjourned, subject to the 
call of the chair.) 
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